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Mr. TERRELL, “one of the solicitors practising in the 
Court of Bankruptcy at Exeter,” has published, in a local 
journal, a letter to the Lord Chancellor on the subject of 
his lordship’s celebrated letter to Mr. Paget, already * 
noticed in our columns, which contains so much sound 
sense, SO ee and pertinently expressed, that we 
are glad to take an early opportunity of laying before 
our readers copious extracts therefrom. The whole 
letter is longer than our space will admit of:— 

‘Your lordship has lately written a letter to Mr. Paget, 
of Nottingham, in which you attribute the expense of wind- 
ing up estates in bankruptcy to the attorneys; and your 
lordship says you could establish a board of official adminis- 
tration which should be bound to collect and distribute 
every estate at a maximum charge of ten or twelve per cent., 
but that if you were to propose it you should have the 
opposition of every solicitor. It appears to me, my lord, 
that the attorneys absorb but a comparatively small portion 
of the expenses incurred in winding up bankrupts’ estates. 
In the Court of Bankruptey at Exeter we used, prior to the 
Act of 1861, to get about forty cases per annum. Since 
that Act, by which all cases in which the debts exceed 
£300, whether there are effects or not, are transferred to the 
Court of Bankruptcy, we get about sixty cases more ; but 
the forty cases are the only ones in which there are any 
effects, and on which alone the attorneys can lay their 
spoilating hands. The fees derived by the attorneys are, on 
an average, about £30 a case, and the sum total taken by 
them out of bankrupts’ estates will amount, therefore, to 
about £1,200 per annum. Of course their bills are larger 
in amount, because they comprise the sums they pay out 
of pocket. The expense of the officers of the Court of Bank- 
ruptey at Exeter amounts, in all, to £5,080, to which, if we 
add the retiring pensions, amounting to £1,598, we get a 
grand total of £6,678, all taken out of bankrupts’ estates. 
Fortunately we have no ex-commissioner, otherwise there 
would be £1,200 per annum to be added to the foregoing sum. 
Now as there are only forty estates out of which this can 
be taken, the £6,678 gives asum of £166 in each case, 
against the attorneys’ £30. Or, if you divide the £6,678 
amongst the whole 100 cases, it will give £66 in each case. 
The attorneys’ bills are always rigorously scrutinised and 
taxed by the registrar, who takes great care that they are 
not overpaid for the work they do; yet your lordship says 
that all the enormous expenses are owing to the attorneys. 
Your lordship refers to a case in which the assets were £2,100, 
and the costs of solicitors and others in bankruptey, £1,200, 
This is quite possible. The bankrupt may have absconded 
to America, and hundreds of pounds may have been expended 
in pursuing, capturing, and bringing him to trial as a felon; 
but then the attorneys’ bills would all be taxed, and reduced 
to the minimum. 1 do not know why your lordship should 
say that if you could collect and distribute estates ata 
maximum charge of ten or twelve per cent., youshould have 
the opposition of every solicitor. They have never opposed 
any of your lordship’s reforms, and would not oppose them 
now if your lordship went upon the principle of employing 
lawyers only where they are wanted, and paying them for 
bankruptcy business at the same rate as they are paid for 
other business. Your lordship appears to conceive that 
there is something very lucrative to solicitors in bankruptcy 
business. I beg leave humbly to inform your lordship that 
it is quite the reverse. |My experience is, that we are paid 
in bankruptcy not more than one-half of the remuneration 
we should receive if the same time and trouble were ex- 
pended in other professional business. I apprehend it to be 
impossible for your lordship to devise any plan by which 
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estates can be collected and distributed at ten or twelve per 
cent., unless you take the affair out of the hands of the law- 
yers altogether, and put it into the hands of commercial 
men. Bankruptcy is itself a commercial transaction, and, 
under a deed of assignment, in which, after the preparation 
and registration of the deed, the lawyers are excluded (the 
subsequent business beiug transacted by accountants), the 
creditors may, no doubt, collect and distribute the estate at 
a moderate expense, 

We do not know how far the last statement in this 
letter is borne out by the facts, but we have always be- 
lieved that the charges of accountants and auctioneers, 
in proportion to the work they do, exceed those of solici- 
tors, and we have not heard that the practical working- 
out of deeds of assignment has, on the whole, proved 
cheaper than bankruptcy; but, subject to this qualifica- 
tion, we commend the foregoing’ letter to the careful at- 
tention of our readers. 

THOSE OF OUR READERS to whom the honour of the 
profession is dear—that is to say, all, or the vast majority 
of them—will read with feelings of indignation the sub- 
joined account of a proceeding onthe part of a member of 
their body, which was brought to light at the Old Bailey 
on Monday last. On that day, three persous named 
Whiffin were indicted for various burglaries. One of 


them come guilty; the other two pleaded not guilty, 
and, being undefended, counsel was assigned them by 


the Court. In the result they were acquitted, where- 
upon, as they were leaving the dock, the female prisoner 
suid:— 

My Lord, allow me to say a word or two on behalf of iny- 
self and my husband here. We have given money to Mr. 
Neale, an attorney, to defend us, and yet he has not em- 
ployed any counsel to appear. 

The Recorper.—Given money to an attorney to defend 
you and he has not employed counsel! Let Mr. Neale be 
immediately sent for. Meanwhile, let me hear how this is. 

Here a respectable-looking young woman, the daughter of 
the prisoners, entered the witness-box and said,—I went to 
Mr. Neale last Thursday and asked him to defend my father 
and mother upon this trial. I gave him the depositions, for 
a copy of which I had paid 10s. at the Lambeth Police-court, 
and also 25s. He said he should want £5; that counsel 
could not b®& engaged or the defence satisfactorily sustained 
for less, and that he would give me until Saturday to give 
him the balance—£¢3 15s. I said that my parents were 
poor, that the balance could not be forthcoming within the 
time, and that he had better return me the depositions. He 
refused to do that, saying that the depositions could be of 
no use to me, and he kept the 25s. 

Here, after a considerable search through the other courts, 
a Mr. Neale entered, said to be Mr. Hiram Neale, the 
brother of Mr. Dorset P. Neale, solicitor, of Lower Ken- 
nington-lane, Lambeth. 

The Recorper, addressing him, said—A statement has 
been made here that you received the sum of 25s. to instruct 
counsel to defend these prisoners, and that you have neg- 
lected to do so. Is that so? 

Mr. H. Neale.—J am not Mr. Neale, the attorney. 
is my brother. 

The RecorpeR.—Do you assist him in his business ? 

Mr. H. Neale.—I do. 

The Recorper.—Did you receive the 25s. from the young 
woman, refuse to return the depositions to her, and then 
did you fail to employ counsel ¢ 

Mr. H. Neale.—I told her at the time that it was impos- 
sible to employ counsel for so small a sum as 25s. 

The Recorper.—But you retained the money. The 25s. 
had better be returned, and it is a question whether some- 
thing besides should not be done in a serious matter of this 
kind. (A loud burst of applause from a densely-crowded 
court followed this remark.) 

Mr. H. Neale.—My Lord, the money shall be returned 
at once. 

The Reconper.—You had better return it, and you had 
better also be very careful for the future. 

Mr. H. Neale then withdrew. 

We cannot but express our regret that the learned Re- 
corder should have been satisfied with directing the at- 
torney to return the money. “ Something besides,” to use 
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the learned gentleman’s own words, ought surely to be | to hear of it ; for we feel, from the worthy magistrate’s 


done in so flagrant acase. As the prisoners were, in fact, 
acquitted, we fear that they would be unable to recover 
any damages in an action for negligence, though we are 
clearly of opinion that such an action would lie; but, if 
it be really the case that no sufficient remedy exists to 
put a stop to proceedings of this kind, and no means of 
ridding the profession of those who perpetrate them, we 
can only say that this is a scandal to the profession 
which we hope soon to see removed. 





THE “STAGE PLAY” QUESTION, which we lately men- 
tioned with reference to the recent case of the Al- 
hambra,* was on Friday, the 24th ult., decided in 
the Lambeth Police Court in the case of the Canter- 
bury Hall. For the purpose of being able to form 
an opinion in this particular instance, Mr. Norton at- 
tended the hall, and witnessed the performance on 
which he had been called to decide whether it came 
within the meaning of the Act, so that the Lord 
Chamberlain’s licence must be obtained for the building 
where it is acted. After thanking the proprietor of the 
hall for his courtesy and great anxiety to make him ac- 
quainted with the mysteries of Hodge Podge, My. Norton 
went on to say, that, having considered all the points of 
the case, he certainly could come to no other conclusion 
than that Hodge Podge is a pantomime and a stage play. 
He added—* I may say, too, not only do I consider it 
a pantomime, but one of a very superior kind, The 
illumination that is given to the figures, the forms of 
the actors and actresses, and the softness of the outline, 
and, altogether, the brilliancy that is imparted to it, is 
beyond anything I ever witnessed, and I was exceed- 
ingly gratified. It seemed a social and well-conducted 
establishment; but I had not to go there to learn that 
fact, for, sitting in this place, I ean truly say that for 
many years we have not had a single complaint against 
the Canterbury Music-hall. I am extremely sorry to 
quench, if only for a short time, the light of Hodge 
Podge. 1 am very sorry to do it, but I must express 
my hope that, as the forbearance of the authority of the 
Lord Chamberlain has been exercised for so long a time, 
with respect to the Canterbury Hall, and all places so ad- 
mirably conducted as that, and which conduée so much 
to the sociality and refinement of Englishmen, I would 
hope that the forbearance should be extended to the pro- 
tection of a licence ; and if Mr. Morton wishes me to post- 
pone my giving my final adjudication in the matter 
until he has an opportunity of applying for such licence, 
I will do so.” 

Mr. Morton.—I should certainly wish to have the 
opportunity of making my application. 

Mr. Norton.—I will say this much more; that I do 
not consider, from what I saw of Canterbury Hall, that 
it was at all constructed for the purpose of carrying on 
the regular drama, but for such exhibitions and repre- 
sentations as I saw it is perfectly complete. I hope, if 
Mr. Morton is successful in his application to the Cham- 
berlain for a licence, he will only have the sort of ex- 
hibition I witnessed the other night. 

The final judgment was then postponed to a future 
day. 

Every theatrical manager knows that the Lord Cham- 
berlain is very stringent in his requirements with re- 
spect to the buildings for which he grants his license— 
especially as regards their suitableness for the purposes 
intended—and that these requirements are directed not 
only to the safety of the public, but of the performers 
themselves. We have never heard of a limited or par- 
tial Jicense having been given by the Lord heteher- 
lain, and it is obvious that there would be great diffi- 
culties in enforcing any such conditions, If the Lord 
Chamberlain can get over these difficulties in the case of 
Canterbury Hall, and can devise such a form of license 
as will meet the view of the case expressed by Mr. 
Norton, we shall, under the circumstances, be very glad 
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| evidence, that this particular exhibition is, in its present 
form, deserving of every encouragement that can legally 
be given to it; but we do not ourselyes see our way 
over these difficulties, 5 

Whatever may be the fate of this hall after the fore- 
going expression of the magistrate’s opinion on its capa- 
bilities and its suitableness for the performance of these 
plays, we have now the opinion of two of the most ex- 
perienced metroplitan police magistrates respecting 
what isa stage play within the meaning of the 6 & 7 Vict. 
¢. 68. — 
Tue account of the Suitor’s Fund for the year ending 
October, 1864, just laid before Parliament, shows that 
owing to the Chancery pensions charged upon the fund 
having diminished in the course of the year the pay- 
ments from the fund were less by £3,423 than in the 
previous year. The sum of £63,768 was carried over 
as surplus interest to the Suitors’ Fee Fund account, 
leaving a balance of £21,004 cash, The Snitor’s Fee 
Fund account shows receipts in the year, ineluding the 
above £63,768, amounting to £175,890, a larger receipt 
than in the previous year by £13,846; the increase. 
arose partly froma larger surplus brought over from 
the Suitors’ Fund, partly from a large sum paid in for 
brokerage, and partly from increased product of Chan- 
‘cery fees. The payment from this Suitors’ Fee Fund 





for expenses of the courts, salaries, and compensations, 
amounted to £161,990 about the same sum as in the 
previous year, leaving £13,990 as the excess of income 
over expenditure in the year, instead of the previous 
year’s sorry surplus of £356. Adding the £99,252, cash 
in hand at the beginning of the year, the balance in hand 
in November, 1864, on the Suitors’ Fee Fund account 
is brought up to the respectable sum of £113,152. 
These accounts show that there can be no difficulty, or 
danger, in the proposed application of part of this fund 
to the new law courts. 





Sm Georcre Grey has issued an order to Mr. 
Jonas, the governor of Newgate, in reference to the 
Italian Pollizzioni, so that the sentence ofdeath recorded 
against him will not be carried out. What his fate is to 
he—whether he will suffer penal servitude, or receive a 
free pardon—has not yet transpired. 


At THE SITTING OF THE Hovusk oF Lorps, on Tues- 
day-night last, the Lord Chancellor entered in minute 
detail into the circumstances connected with the resig- 
nation of Mr, Edmunds of, aid the appointment of the 
Hon. Slingsby Bethell to, the office of Reading Clerk 
to the House of Lords. 

The subject has given rise to a good deal of discussion, 
and has been compared—whether rightly or wrongly, at 
least not unnaturally—to the celebrated case of Higyins 
and Lord Chelmsford, but, as the whole question has 
been referred to a Committee of the House of Lords, 
we do not think that it would be proper in us to express 
any opinion until that committee shall have reported to 
the House. 

THE COMMITTEE* OF MAGISTRATES of the three Ridings 
of Yorkshire have come toa decision with respect to 
the maintenance 6f York Castle and the judges’ lodgings 
at York. <A Dill was introduced into Parliament this 
session which had for its object the liberation of the 
West Riding from liability to contribute to the charges 
of the prison, and, in fact, to get vid of their interest in 
it; but, on the 2nd of February, a meeting was held 
at which a provisional agreement was entered into to 
the effect that “the York Castle clauses of the West 
Riding Bill be withdrawn for this session only, and, 
meanwhile, the West Riding not to be called on for any 
further contribution towards the castle and lodgings 
beyond a sum at the rate of £400 a-year ; the West 
Riding to pay for their prisoners (if any) per head, at 
the average for maintenance and establishment charges, 
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without prejudice to further negociations. That the 
sum of £400, above mentioned, shall not be taken to 
include compensation for the present joint establish- 
ment of the prison, As to the judges’ lodgings, the 
three Ridings agree that the property in them shall 
remain as at present, and that the West Riding shall 
only contribute the sum of £10 annually towards the 
repair of such lodgings.” This agreement was taken 
into consideration, last week, and confirmed on the 
motion of Earl Catheart. It is understood that the 
West Riding Bill will be withdrawn. The new arrange- 
ment to take effect from the Ist of July next. 

THe vAGARtIES of Irish legal appointments are inex- 
plicable to the uninitiated. 

Not content, as elsewhere, with filling upplaces as they 
fall vacant, the executive in the sister island seem to think 
a vacancy an opportunity fora grand shuffle of the legal 
cards, and a great display of the number of friends they 
can oblige. A singular instance of this has just oe- 
cured :— 

A vacancy in the chairmanship of a first-class county 
(Donegal), having lately occurred, Mr. Gibson, the 
chairman of a second-class county (Queen’s County), 
was promoted to the vacant place, and at the same time 
it was announced that Mr. Kelly, Q.C., was to be 
the new chairman. The ordinary mind supposed that 
Mr. Kelly would thereupon be sent to the vacant county, 
and, accordingly, this Journal* thought itself justi- 
fied insoannouncing. Itappears, however, that that was 
far too simple and bee + a course for Dublin 
Castle ; Mr, Kelly was “simply” appointed toa “county 
unattached ;” and thereupon the Government began to 
cast about for whom they could next oblige. 

Loftus Bland, Esq. Q.C., Ex-M.P. for the King’s 
County, hitherto chairman of the County Longford (a 
third class county), was pitched upon, but here another 
difficulty arose, Mr. Bland, for personal reasons, could 
not be appointed to the Queen’s County, and, accor- 
dingly, he too was “promoted unattached,” that is to 
say, was “named to asecond class county” still in parti- 
bus, and Mr, Kelly was thereupon appointed to Longford. 

How a second class county is to be found for Mr. 
Bland, and whether, if no existing chairman of a county 
of this class can be found willing to exchange for ex- 
change sake to the Queen’s County, that county is to do 
without a chairman till another first or second class 
vacancy oceurs, or whether Mr. Bland is to be placed ina 
temporary supernumnary list, the oracle of the Four Courts 
hath not said; but, as the matter stands at present, it 
seems to us as needless a hocus pocus in a matter of a 
very simple kind as can weil be imagined. 

Just supposethat on every vacancy which takes plaee in 
tlie list of county court judges, we were to havea regular 
“line step,” involving a change of distriet by some four 
or five judges in every case! The mere suggestion is 
enough to shove the absurdity of the plan. 





LEGAL LIMITED COMPANIES. 

There is asection of the public press of this country in 
whose eyes a poacher is a sort of sacred character, a kind 
of Pe-apis, whom to treat as deserving of the slightest 
reprehension, as having incurred either legal or moral 
censure for his disregard of the law and the rights of 
his neighbours, is looked upon as a crime which can only 
be adequately punished by the withdrawal from the 
offender of all judicial authority. 

In like manner we do not doubt that there will be per- 
sons found to say that nothing but the most perverse 
professional prejudice could induce us, or any other man, 
to object to the “laudable ” efforts of those who are 
endeavouring to divert the legal business of this country 
from the channels authorised by law—and who pay the 
country a tax for the authority, which, if small in its ag- 
gregate amount to the nation, is severe in its pressure on 





9 Sol. Jour, 350, 





387 


individuals—to flow along in other and less legitimate 
streams. It has been our duty, from time to time, to 
remark, with more or less disapprobation, on several of 
such attempts, and to call the attention of the representa- 
tive bodies of the profession to the conduct of such ef 
their members as are implicated in such schemes. 

Perhaps, however, no case has ever yet come to light 
presenting more objectionable features than a proposal, 
a prospectus whereof is now before us, for conducting all 
the commercial business of the country by means of a 
limited company ! Absurd as the idea obviously enough is 
in itself, it seems to us to be none the less a noxious in- 
fringement of the rights of the profession; certain as we 
are that no such plan can succeed in a country where 
mercantile men are so jealous of their business secrets 
that we have frequently heard them object to bank with 
joint-stock banks, on the avowed ground that the directors 
were too numerous a body to trust with knowledge of 
their affairs, we are none the less clear that the very pro- 
posal points to a violation of the Attorneys and Solicitors 
Act. 

We have no desire to make our columns the medium 
of advertizing the persons who are concerned in such a 
company, and, therefore, we omit the names of the counsel 
—proh pudor!—and solicitors who have offered their ser- 
vices to the public in connexion with the “ United King- 
dom Trade and Shipping Protection Company (Limited)” 
but we append a few extracts from the prospectus of the 
company, for the purpose of showing how it violates at 
once the etiquette of the profession and the express pro- 
visions of the Act of Parliament. 

After an array of names, which, as we have said, we 
decline to be the means of publishing, we come to an 
account of the departments into which the company is to 
be divided, and of these the first in order is the “ Infor- 
mation Department,” one of the attractive features of 
which is “ Legal advice from the solicitor, free of charge.” 
As it cannot be pretended that the solicitor in question 
means to give his services gratuitously, this amounts to 
an undertaking on the part of the company to conduct, 
through its solicitor, all the business, not involving actual 
process of litigation, of its subscribers, a proceeding which, 
if not actually open to the charge of maintenance, is, at 
any rate, steering suspiciously close to the wind. We 
next come to the “ Recovery of debt Department,” and 
here we find a regular machinery for the violation of the 
Attorneys Act. We read that its features are— 

“1, Payment of any number of claims applied for, first, 
under commercial, and second, under legal agency. 

“TO COVER OUTLAY, FOUR POSTAGE-STAMPS must be 
sent with with each claim to the head-office. 

“2. In absence of special instructions, the course of pro- 
cedure is to make application, requiring payment within 
four days; the result of this is intimated to the subscriber, 
and no proceedings adopted without instructions, but 
subscribers may order proceedings to be adopted without 
intimation. 

“2. * % a * * * 

“4. The commission is—In the United Kingdom, one 
shilling per £1 on the first £12, or any smaller amount 
of each claim, and sixpence per £1 on the second £12 or 
any amaller amount of each claim. Out of the United 
Kingdom, one shilling and sixpence per £1 on the first, 
and one shilling per £1 on the second £12 of each claim, 
besides local charges. 

“Legal Proceedings for the Recovery of Claims. 
Members may authorise the solicitor to adopt proceedings 
for recovery of debt, by signing the memorandum annexed 
to the report of the applications, if the same have been 
unsuccessful in procuring payment.” 

This is neither more nor less than a joint-stock com- 
pany, dividing among its members the profits of an At- 
torney’s business, a process whereby every shareholder in 
the company becomes a partner in the recovery of debts, 
sharing the profits arising from the commission, and 
bearing in common any losses which may be incurred in 
this “spegulation in law.” If the company were to attempt 
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to do this directly, they would, of course, contravene the 
provisions of the second section of the Solicitors Act, and 
become liable, under the 26th section of that Act, to the 
loss of all their commission, which stands to them in the 
place of fees. This they do not, therefore, attempt to do, 
but they hire an attorney to act as their agent, and con- 
duct for their benefit this litigation. What, then, says 
the 32nd section of the Act ?— 

“ If any attorney or solicitor shall wilfully and know- 
ingly act as agent in any action or suit in any court of 
law or equity, or matter in bankruptcy, for any person not 
duly qualified to act as an attorney or solicitor as afore- 
said ” (which such a company clearly is not) “or permit 
or suffer his name to be made use of in any such action, 
suit, or matter, upon the account, or for the protit of, any 
unqualified person * * * and complaint shall be 
made thereof in a summary way to any of the said 
superior courts * * * eyery such attorney or solicitor 
80 offending shall be liable to be struck off the roll, and 
for ever disabled from practising as an attorney or soli- 
"3 or.” 

“But the designs of this company are not limited to 
such paltry invasions of the legal rights of their neigh- 
bours as are involved in gratuitous advice, and joint-stock 
litigation merely; they propose to inaugurate a gigantic 
scheme for superseding her Majesty’s Judges, the Com- 
missioners in Bankruptcy, and the legal profession gene- 
rally, by the salaried officers of the company. 

This must not be confounded with the perfectly legal 
and honourable practice, not uncommon, of a solicitor 
agreeing to do all the legal business of an individual, or 
a company, for a fixed salary instead of his ordinary 
costs. 

We find in the “ Commercial law Arbitration Depart- 
ment” an arrangement whereby commercial firms, or 
individual members, may be “assisted in the submission 
of their differences to the arbitration of a qualified arbi- 
trator, legal or commercial, his decision being final;’’ which, 
when properly carried out, will supersede her Majesty’s 
Judges by those of the society; and, in the “ Bankruptcy 
Department,” an organization, embracing— 

“1, Concentration of the claims of merchants, in in- 
solvencies and bankruptcies in any country, thus saving the 
expenses incurred by a multiplicity of lawyers. 

“4, Where no composition is offered, or cannot be ar- 
ranged, an assignment to be taken to a qualified trustee, 
the estate converted into cash and divided.” 

What more can the public want? This is not, indeed, 
“every man his own lawyer,” but “the company every 
man’s lawyer,” andif carried out fully, according to plan, 
will, as we have said, effectually improve the profession, 
solicitors, barristers, commissioners, judges, and all (al- 
ways excepting the arbitrators, trustees, counsel and soli- 
tors attached to the company) “ off the face of creation.” 

It reads like the return of the golden age! But, 
joking apart, we have seldom (if ever) seen a more dis- 
creditable advertisement for business on the part of 
professional men of respectable reputation, and we trust 
to the good sense and good feeling of the public to crush 
it in the outset. 


DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT WITH CREDITORS. 
¥; 
(Continued from p. 284.) 

3. A deed will be pronounced invalid which contains 
any provisions so unreasonable that, in the opinion of the 
Court, a dissentient creditor ought not to be bound by 
them. 

This proposition, although now open to review only 
by the House of Lords, is not of so definite and settled 
a character, nor so firmly established, as those we have 
hitherto been discussing. It has been very strenu- 
ously argued in more than one case, that if a deed com- 
plies with the requirements of the Bankruptcy Act, the 
Courts have no jurisdiction to inquire whether its provi- 
sions are reasonable, and that it was intended to leave 
that very question for the determination of the creditors, 





who are far better judges of what is reasonable under 
the circumstances than the Court can possibly be. On 
the other hand, the Courts have repeatedly affirmed that 
no deed is within the provisions of section 192 which 
contains unreasonable provisions ; the ground of this 
decision manifestly being that, although the section in 
terms applies to “every deed” complying with certain 
requirements, yet it is impliedly limited to deeds reason- 
able in their provisions, just as in all other cases “ reason- 
ableness ” is imported by the Courts into the Act or 
instrument to be construed wherever the language used 
is not so precise as to exclude it. 

Although there was no express decision on the point 
under the Act of 1849, the question was more than once 
discussed, and dicta are to be found bearing on each of 
the views above stated. In Phillips v. Surridge, 1 1. M. 
& P. 456, Wilde, C.J., said—‘ The statute does not refer 
to any deed containing any particular clauses, but leaves 
it to the creditor to say what its provisions shall be. It 
speaks in very general terms of the nature of an arrange- 
ment between a trader and his creditors, showing mani- 
festly an intention to give the largest discretion to the 
creditors; and the mode in which it secures the interests 
of those who do not execute, is by entrusting them to the 
care of the creditors who do. It seems to me, therefore, 
not necessary to set out (in the plea) the clauses of the 
deed, when the statute is silent as to what particular 
clauses it shall contain, and when the Court would be 
unable to deal with them if they were set out.” Again, 
during the course of the argument in J/rving v. Gray, 3 
H. & N. 83, Martin, B., said—* Do you contend that the 
Court must go through the deed and decide what is 
reasonable between the debtor and his creditors ? Where 
is any authority given to the Court to set aside a deed 
providing for the distribution of the whole estate among 
the creditors, and assented to by six-sevenths of the cre- 
dicors ?” On the other hand, in Lv parte Wilkes, 3 W.R. 
197, 5 De G. M. & G. 418, Knight Bruce, L.J., said—* A 
deed which is neither a deed of composition, nor does, to the 
extent of the indebted trader’s means, or so far as circum- 
stances will allow, provide in a reasonable manner some 
effectual security or effectual protection for his creditors, 
is not, according to a proper view of these sections, to be 
considered as coming within the 224th.” In Jrring v. 
Gray (ubi sup.), and Macnaught v. Russell, 1 H. & N. 
611, the deeds were objected to on the ground that they 
contained unreasonable provisions, and although all 
the provisions complained of were held reasonable, it 
would appear, from the judgment of the Chief Baron, in 
the latter case, that had the objection there been well 
founded, it would, according to the view then taken by 
the Court of Exchequer, have invalidated the deed. 

The first case in which the question was raised under 
the Act of 1861 was Woods y. Foote, 11 W. R. 3880, 32 
L. J. Ex. 199. In delivering the judgment of the Ex- 
chequer Chamber in that case, Wightman, J., after stating 
that the provisions there objected to seemed to the Court 
entirely unreasonable, added—* On this ground, without 
entering into any other question, we think the deed 
cannot be supported;” so that this was a distinct decision 
on the very point now under consideration. And this de- 
cision has been affirmed too often to be questioned (ex- 
cept in the House of Lords*), though many of the cases 
might probably be supported on the ground that the ob- 
jectionable provisions were, in reality, productive of 
inequality. (See Gardner v. Chapman, 8 C. B. N.S. 317, 
which is confirmatory of this view, and also, per Black- 
burn, J., in Balden v. Pell, 12 W.R. 1004, 33 L. J. 
Q. B. 200, and Hidson v. Barclay, Ex. Ch. Feb. 8), The 
tendency of the later decisions has been to limit 
rather than extend the province of the Court in in- 
quiring into the reasonableness of the provisions con- 
tained in deeds of arrangement. In /lidson v. Bar- 
clay, 12 W. R. 883, 83 L. J. Q. B. 73, Baron Bramwell 
said—* The Exchequer Chamber, in Woods vy. Foote, has 





* In the case of Nicholson v. Potts, which stands for hearing in the 
House of Lords, it is intended, we believe, to raise this question. 
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decided that if the covenants and provisions in a deed be 
such as it would be unreasonable to require a creditor to 
assent to, a non-assenting creditor is not affected by it. 
By this, and many decisions following on it, we are 
bound. There is no express provision in the statute 
which warrants this decision, and the power given to 
or assumed by the Courts ought to be cautiously exer- 
cised. It may be nothing should be said to be unreason- 
able which is not wltra vires—namely, not ‘relating to 
the debts or liabilites of the debtor, nor his release there- 
from, nor the distribution, inspection, or winding up of 
his estate.’ It may be that on all matters within their 
competency the creditors are sole judges; at all events, if 
the deed be honest, as ought to be assumed, everything 
ought to be assumed to have existed in fact which 
would make the clauses not unreasonable.” And Mr. 
Baron Martin would seem to be of opinion that the 
Courts ought not to inquire into the reasonableness of 
the deeds at all, for in Stone v. Jellicoe, 12 W. R. 922, 
33 L. J. Ex. 11, that learned judge is reported to have 
said, “The true test of reasonableness is whether three- 
fourths (in value) of the creditors, whose debts amount 
to £10, considered it reasonable.” 

It is of course impossible to make any systematic 
classification of the cases decided under the present 
head. Little more can be done than to set out the pro- 
visions which have been held reasonable and unreason- 
able as a guide to what may safely be inserted or must 
carefully be excluded from future deeds. 

In several of the cases, where deeds have been held 
invalid on the ground of unreasonableness, the pro- 
visions objected to have been covenants on the part of 
the creditors, and it has been doubted whether such 
covenants can in any case be inserted in a deed so as 
to be obligatory on dissentient creditors. In Dell vy. King, 
12W. R. 280, 33 L. J. Ex. 471, it was said by the Court of 
Exchequer that the debtor has no right to make his 
creditors covenant at all; but in the subsequent case of 
Hidson vy. Barclay (ubi sup.), a limitation was put on 
this proposition, for in delivering the judgment of the 
Court, Bramwell, B., thus expressed himself :—“ We said 
in Dell vy. King that the debtor has no right to make 
his creditors’ covenant. Without saying that in no case 
would a covenant imposed on the creditor be valid, we 
abide by this opinion that no covenant can be imposed 
on him beyond what is necessary for the release of the 
debtor.’ If, however, it be once conceded that covenants 
may be inserted which are to bind dissentient creditors, 
it is difficult to see why covenants relating to the “ dis- 
tribution, inspection, and winding-up of the debtor’s 
estate,” and which are necessary for the effectual and 
convenient carrying out of those purposes, should not be 
just as valid as covenants relating to the release of the 
debtor. And if this view be correct it would justify all 
covenants coming within the general scope of the powers 
given to the creditors by section 192, subject of course 
to the question of reasonableness if that is to be deter- 
mined by the Courts. 

In more than one case the provisions declared un- 
reasonable have been covenants of indemnity &c., in re- 
spect of the bills and notes of the debtor in the hands of 
creditors. In Woods v. Foote (ubi sup.), the deed con- 
tained a covenant that “each of the creditors (each cove- 
nanting for his acts only) would at all times thereafter 
seem harmless and keep indemnified (the debtor) his 
executors &c., from and against every bill of exchange, 
promissory note, and other negotiable instrument on which 
the debtors might have incurred liability, or which 


-might have been indorsed and put into circulation by 


any or either of the said creditors.” This covenant the 
Exchequer Chamber held unreasonable, and the decision 
in this case was followed by the same Court in Nicholson 
v. Potts, 12 W. R. 440, 10 L. T. 192, and by the Court of 
Common Pleas in Jnglebach v. Nicholls, 11 W. R. 697, 
14 C. B. N.S. 85. Again, in Balden vy. Pell, 12 
W. R. 1004, 33 L. J. Q. B. 200, the same decision was 
arrived at upon the following clause:—“ It is agreed and 
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declared that all ‘creditors to Ww hom bills « or “other nego- 
tiable instruments may have been given by the debtor 
for the debts due to such creditors, shall indemnify the 
debtor and his estate against all claims and demands by 
other persons than themselves in respect thereof, and 
shall, if any such bills have been indorsed or transferred 
to any other person, take the same up, and retire the 
the same before or when they should become due, and so 
as to prevent any claims or demands in respect thereof 
being made on the debtor or his estate.” It will be 
observed, on examining the judgments delivered in this 
case, that, while the Chief Justice and Shee, J., pro- 
nounced the provision bad, distinctly on the ground that 
it was unreasonable, Blackburn, J., considered the deed 
open to the objection of inequality, inasmuch as a 
burden was imposed on holders of negotiable instruments 
(who might be all amongst the dissentients) beyond that 
which the other creditors were called upon to bear. In 
Hidson v. Barclay (ubi sup.) the deed was held by the 
Court of Exchequer invalidated by a clause which pro- 
vided that “no creditor who should have executed, or 
otherwise assented to the deed, should negotiate any bill 
of exchange or other negotiable instrument on which the 
debtor was liable, without having first indorsed thereon 
a memorandum of the execution or other accession to the 
deed by such creditors.” On appeal to the Court of Ex- 
chequer Chamber the decision of the Court below was 
reversed, and judgment given for the defendant on the 
ground that the provision in question was in terms con- 
fined to assenting creditors, and therefore did not affect 
the dissentients; but the Court was “by no means pre- 
pared to say, if the true construction of the instrument 
had been that the provision applied to all the creditors, 
as well those dissenting from the deed, but bound by the 
force of the statute, or those who voluntarily executed or 
assented to it, that it would not have prevented the deed 
from binding those who dissented ” * (//idson v. Barclay, 
Ex. Ch., Feb. 8). 

Provisions, by the operation of which the debts of the 
creditors were to be forfeited in case of their not comply- 
ing with or acting contrary to the provisions of the deed, 
have been held to render the deed invalid. Thus, in 
Dell v. King, 12 W. R. 280, 33 L. J. Ex. 471, the deed con- 
tained a covenant not to sue, with a proviso that if any 
of the creditors broke or contravened that covenant, the 
debtor should be released from the debts and claims of 
the creditor so breaking the covenant, and that the deed 
should operate as a defeasance pleadable in bar to any 
action brought in respect of such debts. This clause was 
held to vitiate the deed, on the ground that a debtor has 
no right to subject his creditor to the loss of his debt if he 
thinks fit to contest the validity of the deed. In Leigh v. 
Pendlebury, 12 W. R. 468, 33 L. J. C. P. 172, the deed 
contained a similar provision, and the Court of Common 
Pleas agreed with the Exchequer that it was unreason- 
able. The deed in this latter case also contained a clause 
empowering the trustees to require the amount of the 
debts of any of the creditors or of any security for the 
same “to be verified by solemn declaration or in such 
other manner as to the trustees should seem expedient,” 
and any creditor refusing or failing so to verify his debt 
or security was to lose all benefit, dividends, and advan- 
tages under the deed. This provision, too, was held so un- 
reasonable as to vitiate the deed. It would seem, however, 
that neither of these clauses would have been bad, without 
the proviso for forfeiture of the debts. In Strick v. De 
Mattos, 12 W. R. 962, 33 L. J. Ex. 276 it was held 
reasonable that the trustees should be empowered to 
require a verification of the debts. So, too, an agreement 
to release the debtor on payment of the composition or an 
immediate release saving to the creditors their rights 
against third parties, or a covenant notto sue, may legiti- 
mately be introduced into deeds of arrangement (see 
Clapham v. Atkinson, 12 W. R. 342, 1062; Stone v. Jel- 
~* Jn the judgment of the Court, which was delivered by Blacke 
burn, J., is was treated rather as a question of inequality than un- 


reasonableness, in accordance with the view expressed by that 
learned judge in Balden v, Pell. 
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licoe, 84 L. J. Ex. 11, 12 W. R. 922; Keyes v. Elkins; 
Hidson vy. Barclay, Ex. Ch. Feb. 8). In Strick v. 
De Mattos (ubi sup.), the deed contained a clause whereby 
it was agreed and declared that if any of the creditors 
should at any time thereafter, whilst the dced was in 
force, commence or prosecute any action, &c., in respect 
of any debt in respect whereof dividends would become 
payable under the deed, then the deed and the provisions 
therein contained should operate and have the same 
force and effect as an order of discharge which has taken 
effect under the Bankruptey Act, 1861; and that this 
declaration and agreement might be pleaded in bar of, 
or as an answer to, every such suit in like manner and 
with the same effect as an order of discharge under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1861, might be pleaded and used in case 
the debtor had been adjudicated bankrupt in respect of 
any of the said debts of the said creditors, and had ob- 
tained his order of discharge under such adjudication. 
This clause was successfully distinguished from that held 
bad in Dell vy. King, on the ground that the creditor 
suing would still retain his right to dividends, &c., under 
the deed, which was all he could justly claim so long as 
the deed remained in force, and the Court accordingly 
upheld the deed and gave judgment for the defendant. 

Objection has been taken in several cases to clauses 
empowering the trustees to discharge, out of the estate, 
the costs incident to the arrangement. Thus, in Jrving 
v. Gray, 3 H. & N. 37 (which arose under the Act of 
1849), the inspectors were empowered to employ the 
moneys received “in paying all costs, charges, and 
expenses incurred or to be incurred in, or relating, or 
preparatory to the said meeting of the creditors hereto- 
fore held and incident thereto, and to the investigation 
and adjustment of the accounts and transactions of the 
debtors since they stopped payment, including the costs 
of and inciden to these presents, and all charges already 
incurred by the present inspectors, or by the inspectors 
for the time being, with reference to the affairs of the 
said debtors, and in or about the execution of all or any 
of the duties or powers of these presents, and of all or 
any matters hereby authorised.” This clause was held 
valid, and the same decision was pronounced, under the 
Act of 1861, upon a similar clause in Strick v. De Mattos 
(ubi sup.), which authorised the trustees to apply the 
moneys arising from the estate “in paying all costs, 
charges, and expenses incurred or to be incurred in or re- 
lating to the suspension of payment of the debtor, and 
the investigation and adjustment of his accounts and 
transactions, including the costs of and incident to these 
presents, and the carrying the same into effect.” And in 
Spitzer v. Chaffers, 11 W. R. 914, 33 L. J.C. P. 7, also a 
case under the Act of 1849, a deed containing a similar 
provision was, in like manner, supported. 

(Zo be continued.) 


PATENT LAWS. 

On some former occasions we discussed at some length 
the policy of the patent laws, and our readers may re- 
member that on a fair canvas of the question, the general 
tendency of our conclusions was against the maintenance 
of the present system, as being on the whole more pro- 
ductive of injury than of advantage to the public; and 
though we did not propose any other plan for remunera- 
ting the discoverers of useful inventions, still we ex- 
pressed our desire that some plan might be discovered 
for awarding such remuneration, that might not be open 
to such objections as, in the present system, outweigh 
all advantages at first sight seeming to flow from it. 

These conclusions and these opinions we still hold, 
nor have we seen anything to shake our views in the 
least since those views were given to the public, but 
our attention has been again more particularly attracted 
to the subject (as we feel little doubt that of many of 
our readers has likewise) by the important case of Feather 
v. The Queen, lately tried on a petition of right before the 
Court of Queen’s Bench. We need hardly state that the 





question in that case arose on a patent for a method of 
constructing ships of iron and of iron and wood com- 
bined, which the patentee alleged had been infringed 
by the Board of Admiralty, in the construction of the 
ship “Enterprise” of Her Majesty’s navy ; the point was 
raised by the Attorney-General, that the monopoly 
granted by letters patent is a monopoly only as against 
the fellow subjects of the patentee, and that, as in other 
Crown grants and public acts the Crown itself is only 
bound so far as it is expressly named; that not being ex- 
pressly named in the letters patent as excluded from the 
use of the invention, it is not to be construed as so ex- 
cluded, and that, notwithstanding the letters, the Crown 
is entitled to use the invention without obtaining or 
seeking the license of the patentee. The Court has 
given judgment affirming the soundness of this conten- 
tion and, hard as it appears, we entertain little or no 
doubt that the Court has rightly decided. 

It has been laid down from time immemorial that 
grants by the Crown are to be construed, wherever 
the slightest ambiguity exists, most strongly in favour 
of the Crown, and this proposition has been laid 
down in the broadest terms. It has, indeed, been 
attempted to limit this doctrine to the case of the 
grant by the Crown of Crown property; but there 
is no authority for any such limitation; the autho- 
rities are, in fact, all the other way. There have 
been numerous grants of rights of market involving 
the right to take tolls, rights of ferry, rights of fishery, 
&e., which were grants, in fact, of franchises in the 
nature of monopolies, and involved no transfer of any 
property belonging to the Crown, which have yet been 
constantly interpreted as insufficient to exclude the rights 
of the Crown, to enjoy, notwithstanding the grant, what 
subjects in general were excluded from by the grant. 
Moreover, if we look to the origin of patents altogether, 
it will be seen that the statute of Jas. 1,commonly called 
the Statute of Monopolies, from which, as legal rights, they 
derive their origin, did not affect to extend the operation 
of the monopolies theretofore granted, or the rule for 
construing the grants of such monopolies: all it did 
was to save from extinction the right to grant such 
monopolies as the Crown had theretofore been in the 
habit of granting illegally, provided such grants were 
made subject to the conditions prescribed by the statute; 
but it in no wise enlarged the power of the Crown, even 
in respect of reasonable grants, beyond the power which 
had theretofore, de facto, been exercised by the Crown 
in that behalf, and he will be a bold man who will 
undertake to maintain that the monopolies theretofore 
granted, if granted by the same words as letters patent 
for inventions are now, (the Crown not being expressly 
excluded,) would have been construed, or were intended, to 
limit or confine the right of the Crown to use or sell the 
article monopolised by the grant. 

So far as to the law, which was all the Court had to 
deal with; the policy of that law is another matter 
altogether. 

The Attorney-General is reported to have stated thati 
the point was none of his raising, but that he was forced 
to take the point under the pressure of the departments 
of her Majesty's executive Government, who found the 
pressure of the patent law such a nuisance, and such an 
annoyance at every step of their progress, that they were 
compelled to cast about for some way of freeing them- 
selves from it altogether, so far as any claim of right 
by a patentee was concerned; though it was announced 
that they were not desirous of evading any moral 
claims for remuneration urged by Jond fide owners 
of beneficial inventions, which it might be desirable to 
make use of for the public service. We have no doubt 
that the Government departments do suffer intolerable 
annoyance from the claims of the holders of patents, 
valid or invalid, chiefly, in all probability, of the latter; 
so do all manufacturers, and we are not sorry to have 
this public testimony offered in confirmation of our 
statements to the like effect, made on former occasions. 
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They are heaped in the improv ement of ships and 
guns by the claims of patentees in like manner as, though 
to a less degree than, other manufacturers are in the 
produetion of perhaps mofe useful articles; but the 
publie are injured by such annoyance to the Royal de- 
partments in no other way, and to no greater extent, 
than they are by the like annoyance to private manu- 
facturers; in the one case no doubt we pay more for our 
ships or our guns, or we have pethaps to put up with 
worse ships or worse guns; in the other we have to pay 
more for our calico, our cloth, our shoes, our clothes, our 
railway engines, and, of course, our travelling, our light, 
even our bread and our meat, or to do with worse articles 
where better might, but for the patents, be obtained; but 
if it be necessary, as some allege, in order to do justice, 
that we should submit to such inconveniences in the one 
ease, it seems to follow equally that we should submit to 
them in the other case also, and that an exemption 
which is not allowed to the public, in its general capacity, 
should not be allowed to the Crown, as representing the 
publie, either. If it could be done without (we must say 
it) jobbery, it would be a much preferable course that 
beneficial inventions should be rewarded by public grant 
than by patent, and if that course is well adapted for 
rewarding the discovery of inventions which are used by 
the Government in its special character, as manufac- 
turers of particular articles, we can sce no reason why it 
should not be equally applicable to the reward of other 
inventions also. The tax involved would be far less than 
that involved by the present patent law, for all the fees 
and stamps, and, in addition to this, all the costs of liti- 
gation to establish a patetit are now indirectly paid by 
the public in the price of the articles patented. To give 
some idea of the costs of stamps and fees, we subjoin a 
note from acontemporary. Of the costsof litigation we can 
of course offer no estimate, though we may remark that 
one case alone, not long ago, occupied, in the mere trial, 
thirty days in the court of one of the Vice-Chancellors, 
and stopped almost all other business during that time, 
which delay, of course, ought to be set down as an ad- 
ditional tax paid for our present privileges under the 
patent law. 

“The number of applications for provisional registra- 
tion last year was 3,309, and the number of patents 
passed thereon was 2,068. In the year as much as 
£110,318 14s, 4d. was received in stamp duties. On the 
3,309 petitions for letters patent, at £5 each, the sum 
was £16,545. The other charges were heavy, making 
the stamp duties in the year amount to the sum already 
stated. Some idea may be formed of the number of 
patents when £114 15s. 6d. was actually paid for “ wax” 
for sealing patents. The fees paid to the law officers of 
the Crown under the Patent Act, form an important in- 
gredient in the expenses of obtaining patents. To the 
Attorney-General and to the Solicitor-General and their 
respective clerks, the “fees” in the year amounied to 
no less a sum than £9,901 14s. The clerks of the two 
law officers receive considerable fees, whilst the Attorney- 
General and Solicitot-General receive fees of two guineas 
on nearly every matter connected with patents. And the 
fact that nearly £10,000 was paid in one year to the law 
officers and their clerks, is proof that the patent law is 
an expensive affair.” 





EQUITY. 


PROSPECTUSES AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCTATION. 
Ke parte Ship; Re the Scottish Universal Finance Bank 
(Limited), V. C. W., 13 W. R. 450. 

This case is one of the first applications that has been 
made under se2tion 35 of the Companies’ Act, 1862 (25 
& 26 Vict. c. 89), for rectification of the register on the 
ground that the name of the applicant has been inserted 
without sufficient case. In this respect, indeed, the Act 
of 1862 had been anticipated by the Act of 1856 (19 & 
20 Vict. c. 47), which provides, section 25, that the regis- 





| ter of a ‘coipany may be ‘rectified by any of the superior 
courts of law-ot eqtity, and that a name improperly 
inserted or omitted may be removed or inserted. The 
interest of the case, however, lies in its being one of 
those somewhat rare instances in which the Court has 
released from liability aman who has been misled by 
false pe gg ay into taking shares in a joint-stock 
company. The decisions on this subject are numerous 
and not easily reconciled, but Ship’s case proceeds upon 
a broad and intelligible ground, and one of such general 
applicability as to form a leading and important pre- 
cedent. The facts were simple :—Mr. Ship, who resides 
at the Camp at Aldershott, had put into his hands in 
May last the prospectus of one of these new banking 
companies whose glowiug advertisements daily fill the 
columns of the 7imes and other newspapers. The objects 
of the projected company, then in embryo only, were 
stated to be the transaction of banking and bullion 
business in all its branches, discounting bills, and the 
like. Mr. Ship, on the faith of this prospectus, applied 
for fifty shares, and signed the usual authority to have 
his name inserted on the register as a member for that 
amount. The date of his application was the 28th May, 
1864. On the Ist June & company was incorporated 
bearing the same name indeed as that which appeared 
at the head of the prospectus, but under articles of associa- 
tion very materially extending the scope of business. 
3anking, bullion, and discount operations were indeed 
retained as a principal feature, but then the net was 
thrown somewhat widely, and the construction, leasing, 
and working of railways, and undertakings of all kinds 
in any part of the world,so far as they might not be pro- 
hibited by anything contained in the articles of associa- 
tion, were quietly included. In short, the association 
undertook to do everything—and everybody. In spite, 
however, of this magnificent field of operations, and 
capital of £1,000,000, with power to increase to £5,000,000, 
and with all the efforts of “the influential directora’ 
&e., the suecess of the undertaking was butlimited. By 
December the golden visions entertained by ardent pro- 
moters in June, were sternly dispelled under the rude pro- 
cess of a winding-up order. In the general sauve 
qui peut, Mr. Ship with rare good fortune has suc- 
ceeded in rescuing himself and his belongings fromm the 
grasp of the official manager. And how? His case 
was simply this:—“I applied for shares in a banking 
and discount company, and had no intention of joining 
a company formed for the purpose of executing under- 
tekings of any nature whatever in any part of the globe. 
The prospectus was confined to banking and discount 
business, and, although it is true that my name appears 
on the register of a company the same in title as that 
proposed by the prospectus, its objects are so wholly 
different, that I do not recognise in its transmuted form 
the modest undertaking that I was prepared to support. 
I put my name down for one company and find myself 
entered as a member of another.” 

It was contended, indeed, on behalf of the official 
liquidator representing the general creditors, that Mr. 
Ship, even assuming the authority given by him to have 
been exceeded, by allowing his name to remain on the 
register for six months, was bound by acquiescence, and 
that on the authority of Vicol’s case, 3 De G. & J. 425, 
although attracted by a false report, he could not after- 
wards charge the company with deceit practised upon 
him individually, and repudiate his liability on that 
ground only ; especially where innocent creditors had 
been induced, on the faith of hispame, no less than that of 
others, to supply goods to the company. But in the first 
place there was no proof whatever that Mr. Ship was ever 
aware of the facts until the crash came. He admitted 
in his evidence that he heard rumours and did not like 
the look of things, but he swore distinctly that he never 
saw the articles of association before the date of the 
winding-up order. Further than this, there had not 
been any of that species of condonation which took 
place in Sheffield’s case, 1 Joh. 451, 7 W. R. 214, by the 
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receipt of dividends and participation in the profits of 
the fraud. Mr. Ship took the incorporated company 
neither for better nor for worse. In fact, the Vice- 
Chancellor, in removing his name from the register, made 
a declaration of nullity rather than of divorce. 

In his Honour’s opinion, which seems to have been ex- 
pressed with great force and precision, there was not a 
shadow of pretence for holding Mr. Ship liable to the 
company. He had taken shares in a banking company, 
and was at once entitled to revoke his authority and re- 
pudiate the transaction when he found himself respon- 
sible as a member of a railway company. Upon this 
short ground, and without entering into the many nice 
and intricate questions which arose in the Atheneum and 
British Bank cases, as to the right of contributories 
inter se, and which will be found so ably discussed by 
Mr. Lindley in his work on Partnership, vol. 2, pp. 1100 
—1108, the learned Vice-Chancellor decided in Mr. Ship’s 
favour. Nor were the creditors entitled to retain his 
name upon the register any more than the directors. In 
his Honour’s view they were affected with knowledge of 
the irregular nature of the transaction, and that the 
authority given had been most unjustifiably exceeded. 
Mr. Ship had applied for shares in a certain definite un- 
dertaking, and had not signed his name in blank for any 
company which the directors might choose to establish. 
Under these circumstances he was no more liable to the 
creditors than to the company, and the register was ac- 
cordingly ordered to be rectified by the omission of his 
name. 

It cannot be denied that the result was a triumph on 
the side of substantial justice. The case, indeed, is not 
wholly of first impression, as Vice-Chancellor Wood him- 
self has laid down, in Richardson’s case, 4 W. R. 670 (on 
the authority of Goldsmid’s case, 16 Beay. 265), that, if 
there be any real variation between the prospectus and 
the rules, in other words, a departure from the original 
scheme, the person applying for shares on the faith of 
the prospectus is relieved from liability. Mr. Ship will 
probably not stand alone in his application. His ex- 
ample will, no doubt, be followed by other members of 
the association who were induced to take their shares on 
the faith of the statements as to the nature and scope of 
the business contained in the prospectus. 

We trust that the lesson will not be lost upon the pro- 
moters of schemes, to say the least, so speculative in cha- 
racter, and that they will recognise the truth, in joint- 
stock undertakings no less than in other affairs of life, 
of the homely old maxim—* Honesty is the best policy.” 





REAL PROPERTY LAW. 


EXTINGUISHMENT OF TENANCTIEs IN MANORS. 
Delacherois v. Delacherois, Ho. of Lds., 13 W. R. 24. 


The importance of a decision by the ultimate appel- 
lant tribunal cannot be over-estimated as a judge-made 
and practical rule of law; and this is particularly the 
case when this great ultimate court of appeal is called 
upon, as in the principal case, to moderate between the 
conflicting opinions of those “sages of the law ’”’ who had 
presided in the courts appealed from. When the question 
involved, however, is one of importance, not merely to 
the parties, but to the public, and when, above all, it 
turns upon a point of abstract law, and does not depend 
upon the application merely of known principles to com- 
plicated facts or conflicting evidence, (and thus a doubt- 
ful and completely legal point comes to be determined 
before this high Court); it is sure to receive such acomplete 
discussion, both as to fundamental principles and minor 
details, as to leave nothing to be desired either by the 
jurist or the practitioner. Such was the character, and 
such the result, of the principal case. 

The principles of the feudal system so universally 
underlie our whole real property code, that every new 
point is always discussed upon what may be termed 





feudal postulates. This has been carried to such an 
extent, that judgments and opinions are not unfre- 
quently erroneous, merely because they pay too great a 
regard to early feudal rules, and too little to the prin- 
ciples which underlie such rules, and seem to modify and 
explain them. Hence it comes that feudal law, merely 
from want of application of the more general feudal 
doctrines, has come to be looked upon as a mere technical 
jargon. This undue extension of the sphere of elemen- 
tary rules is well exemplified in the opinions of the 
judges who were consulted by the House of Lords in the 
principal case; but in direct opposition to whose 
unanimous opinion the Lords, with equal unanimity, 
decided. 

The precise point which arose in the present case (or 
at least that one of many points on which the judgment 
ultimately rested) was, whether the same individual 
could or not unitein himself at once the characters of both 
lord and tenant; and this the House decided in the 
affirmative, holding (as it would appear) that this could 
take place without any merger or consolidation whatever 
of such heterogenous, or, rather, inconsistent characters. 

It followed from the fact that a feudal tenant had 
only a limited interest, and not the allodial property in 
his land, that, upon breach of any of the express or im- 
plied conditions of the grant, the land reverted to the 
lord; and one of these conditions was, at first, that the 
grantee should have lineal descendants, which finally 
became enlarged to an implied term, in every grant or in 
feoffment, that there should be heirs lineal or collateral 
of the grantee; and that, upon failure of such heirs, the 
land should return to the grantor. And this condition 
was of the very essence of the feudal relation in order 
that there should be always a tenant to perform the 
feudal services. Hence arose the doctrine of escheat, 
upon a nice question arising wherefrom the present case 
turned, 

The circumstances were as follows: —A_ patent 
from the Crown, 2 Car. 1, granted certain lands in the 
County Down to Sir James Montgomery (Lord Mount 
Alexander) and his heirs, with power to create manors 
thereof. By a later patent the lands were re-granted to 
the same grantee, and it was declared in the re-grant 
that certain portions of the lands granted, including 
the lands the ownership whereof was now in dispute, 
should form the Manor of Donaghadee. In 1721 the 
then Lord Mount Alexander, lord of the said manor, 
granted the disputed lands to Luke St. Lawrance and 
his heirs, in fee farm, he or they paying rent and doing 
service therefor at the court of the manor. This court 
had existed from time immemorial, and the owners of 
the disputed lands attended the court, and the occupying 
tenants were bound by covenants in their leases to do suit 
thereto. In 1836 Daniel Delacherois, being then lord of 
the manor of Donaghadee, devised all his freehold lands 
to uses for the benefit of the appellants; at this time the 
immediate freehold in this disputed land was still vested 
in the representatives of St. Lawrance. In 1842 D. De- 
lacherois bought the interests of the St. Lawrances in 
the lands, and conveyances thereof were executed to him 
accordingly, These conveyances were in the ordinary 
form of purchase deeds, and no allusion was therein 
made to the fact that the purchaser was lord of the 
manor. In 1852 D. Delacherois died, and the appellant 
entered into possession of the lands (along with other 
lands) treating them as devised by the will. An eject- 
ment was then brought against him by the respondent, 
the heir-at-law of the testator, on the ground that the 
purchased freehold interest was after-acquired real 
estate, and did not pass by this will. The jury, under 
the direction of Mr. Justice Ball, found for the plaintiff 
(the respondent), and the Court of Common Pleas, upon 
application, refused to disturb the verdict. 

The ruling of the Court of Common Pleas was affirmed, 
on appeal, by the Court of Exchequer Chamber (Pigot, 
C.B., dissentiente), from which decision the present 
appeal was brought. The Lord Chief Baron, Blackburn, 
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Williams, and Willes, JJ., and Bramwell, B., were present 
at the argument, and, in answer to a question put to 
them by the House, unanimously concurred in the 
opinion of Chief Baron Pigot, contrary to the decisions 
appealed from. The main question in the case was, 
whether the fact that Delacherois was lord of the manor 
at the date of his will and at the time when the dis- 
puted lands were purchased, caused them to pass under 
the will as part of the manor; which turned upon 
this point—whether there was any difference in this re- 
spect between an acquisition of the immediate freehold 
by purchase, escheat, or descent. It was admitted by 
all the judges and counsel both in England and Ire- 
land, that, if the lands had escheated after the execution 
of the will, they would have passed by the previous de- 
vise of the manor; and the decision of the Court of Ex- 
chequer Chamber in Ireland was founded upon the 
doctrine that, upon a purchase of the freehold by the 
lord of the manor, it did not become extinguished or 
merged in the seigniory; but that, on the contrary, these 
interests were subsisting and distinct estates, whence 
it followed a devise of the seigniory did not carry 
with it the freehold in the lands. The point, although 
apparently a very simple one, and in respect of which 
numerous decisions had already occurred, was, in reality, 
of the most difficult nature, the cases bearing upon it 
being most unsatisfactory. 

The first authority relied upon by the judges was the 
passage in 2 Inst. 501—“If the mesne release to the 
tenant, the tenant shall hold per eadem servitia as the 
mesne did; and so, if the tenant enfeoff the mesne, the 
mesne shall hold per eadem servitia as he held before; 
and so it is, if the tenancy comes to the mesnalty by act 
in law, as by escheat or descent, the mesne shall hold per 
eadem servitia et consuctudines, as he held before.” The 
judges relied upon the want of any distinction in this 
passage between escheat and purchase, between act in 
law and act in pais; but we do not think, on examina- 
tion, that the passage really applies to the point at issue 
in the principal case. If Delacherois had been a mesne 
tenant claiming, by force of certain transactions between 
himself and the sub-tenants, to have altered the relations 
between himself and the lord paramount or his own im- 
mediate lord, the passage cited would have been cogent to 
show that such a claim was without foundation. But, 
in the principal case, there was nu question involved re- 
specting any tenure of a lord paramount, or of the 
Crown, but only of the estate or interest which was taken 
under the conveyances from the tenants, whether that 
interest was or was not extinguished in the seigniory. 

In “ Shepherd’s Touchstone,” 439, indeed, it is distinctly 
laid down that if the testator, on the Ist May, devise the 
Manor of Dale to one in fee, and afterwards one of the 
tenancies escheats, and the testator dies, the devisee shall 
take the escheated tenancy. Preston, in a note, accounts 
for this rule by the fact that “the tenancy is extin- 
guished in the seigniory;” and, in his work on Convey- 
ancing (vol. 3, p. 30), he adds, that “lands which become 
part of a manor by an escheat, or by purchase after 
the publication of a will, will pass as part of the 
manor.” This appears to be a distinct authority of 
a high class in favour of the appellant’s contention, 
and certainly goes to the very question at issue. But 
high as Mr. Preston’s name stands amongst those of the 
juris pradentes of this country, no opinion, however 
well considered, of any text-writer, receives more than 
dubious attention in our courts of justice, and the 
present dictum appears to have been mercly illustrative, 
and not directly to the point which Mr. Preston had in 
hand. If, indeed, the doctrine of merger apply to 
every legal interest in land to the extent of rendering it 
impossible for the same person to fill two distinct 
characters, unseparated by any intervening estate, so 
that every lesser estate is merged in every greater co 
instanti that the two interests hecome vested in the 
same person without any intervening estate, the result 
would, applied to the case of manors, be decisive in 








favour of Mr. Preston’s dictum. But this is not the case. 
Many exceptions to the rule will readily occur to our 
readers—ewr. gr., a fee simple immediately expectant on 
an estate tail in the same person; and though, @ priori, 
the relation of lord and tenant of a manor is one in 
which merger would seem to apply to cases of purchase 
and escheat alike, there are good grounds, as it seems, for 
holding it to be otherwise. Yet the case is not to be 
disposed of simply by reference to the rule of merger. 
There are other apparent reasons for holding that the 
terre-tenancies should, even when purchased, become 
extinguished. In the first place the functions of lord 
and tenant are inconsistent and incompatible. Next, the 
principles of feudal law favour the consolidation of 
titles and estates, not only in lines of descent, but where- 
ever it is possible to prevent dispersion of tenancies. 
This is singularly exemplified by the law of remitter, 
which often does not enure to the benefit of the party 
remitted, and yet which he is frequently powerless to 
prevent. The general principle, however, which runs 
through this class of cases, does not apply to the case 
before us, where no question of splitting or confusion of 
tenancies arose. These rules are all founded on the 
interest of the feudal lord, which was not here threatened 
—at least, in that direction. On the other hand, most of 
the actual cases and authorities, not even excepting the 
passage in the Institutes, are rather in favour of the view 
which ultimately prevailed. For instance, in Hutton v. 
Gifford, Sav. 21, J. H., being seised in fee of the manor 
of Chambers, purchased from the Crown the manor of 
Cromland, of which the manor of Chambers was holden. 
On the death of J. H., these manors descended to his son 
K., who granted them to feoffees to the use of himself 
and his wifeand his own heirs. In the conveyance, K. 
treated both manors as still subsisting—as if the manor 
of Chambers had not become merged in the manor of 
Cromland. K. then purchased lands holden of the manor 
of Chambers, and made a feoffment thereof to Gifford. 
It was held by Manwood, C.B., in giving judgment, 
that, by the purchase of this tenancy by the lord, it 
became parcel of the manor, and holden, as the manors 
were, of the King, in capite. The report treats the two 
manors as still subsisting, which would not have been the 
case if, by the purchase by J. H. of the superior manor, 
the inferior manor had merged init. The judgment goes 
on to say that when J.H. enfeoffed Gifford, Gifford should 
hold this as the feoffor held it before. But this would 
have been impossible if the tenancy, when purchased, 
had become extinguished, just as if it had escheated. 
For in that case it would have been so united to the 
manor as to be bound by the previous feoffment to uses; 
and the feoffment of it to Gifford would have been subject 
to J. H.’s wife’s interest for life. In the view of the Court, 
the wife had no such right; for the judge observed that, 
if J. H. died, leaving his wife the tenant, Gifford shal 
hold of the wife during her life, which evidently wal 
inconsistent with her enjoyment of the land itself, ands 
not merely the segniory during her life. Lord Cranworth 
seemed to consider Montague’s case, Ley. 63, as an 
authority in favour of the defendants inerror. But that 
is a very ambiguous case. The facts were, that Sir 
Edward Montague, seised in fee of the manor of Workton, 
which was holden, ix capite, of the Crown, purchased 
seven acres of land holden of the manor in soccage. It 
was decided that these seven acres, from the time of the 
purchase, were holden of the Crown, in capite, by knight’s 
service. This only shows that the tenure of the land 
was changed, and that this change occurred by reason of 
their being assigned to the lord. That merely amounts 
to this, that lands held by the mesne lord as of one tenure, 
and granted by him as of another, were, in his hands, 
bound by the services due to his lord; which is what 
Lord Coke had said in the place already referred to. 
Lord St. Leonards, indeed, says that it results from the 
case that they were holden as “a separate independent 
subject.” But these words are only used by his Lordship, 
and are not to be found in Ley. 
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Cressnell’s case, Moo. 729, is to a similar effect. 
There the lands of Snorthill were holden of the 
manor of Pailingford, which manor was holden of the 
manor of Doweshill, which belonged to Sir Edward 
Waleingham, who held of the Crown, in capite, by 
knight’s service. Sir Edward Bray then purchased 
the manor of Doweshill, and afterwards purchased 
a moiety of the manor of Pallingford and the lands of 
Snorthill, Upon his death all these estates descended 
to his son, who then purchased the other moiety of the 
manor of Pallingford. He next enfeoffed Cresswell of 
the lands of Snorthill. The Chief Justices Popham and 
Anderson ruled that the lands of Snorthill were held, in 
capite, by knight’s service. 

In Knight’s case, Moo. 199, Pirrian J. observed that 
if three acres were held by suit of court, and the 
lord purchased one of them, or granted over his 
seigniory in one, the suit was gone for all; yet, if it 
be an escheat, or if it be aliened in mortmain, and 
the lord therefore enter, the suit should remain for the 
entire. This case was cited by Lord St. Leonards as an 
authority for the proposition that a title by purchase 
differs in several important respects from a title by 
escheat; the question being whether the present case was 
or not an instance of such difference. But the distinc- 
tion drawn in that case is rather against the respondent, 
for it shows, at least, one instance where an incident of 
tenure, preserved against the effects of escheat, is de- 
stroyed by purchase. 

An argument was endeavoured to be raised for the 
appellant by translating the maxim, Actus legis nemini 
nocet, to mean that the law would take care not to 
inflict a loss on anyone, whence it was argued that the 
act of law (escheat) would be less likely to destroy the 
tenancy than the act of the party (purchase); and that, 
as escheat would certainly destroy the tenancy, so, a for- 
tiori, must purchase. But the maxim in question means 
nothing of the sort, but that “no action for damages 
lies for that which ‘is the act of the law,” so that it 
has no bearing on the matter in question. 

Thetford’s case, 1 Leon. 304, and 2. v. Duchess of 
Buccleuch, 6 Mod, 151, were cited by Lord St. Leo- 
narls; but these cases, as his Lordship admitted, only 
decided that lands once severed from a manor could not 
become re-united to it afterwards by re-purchase, or 
pass by a grant of the manor. There remains only 
Mountjoy’s case, 5 Rep. 6a. There, indeed, it is laid 
down—* And, as to the case of escheat of a tenancy, it 
was agreed for good law—for the act of law or of God 
will not prejudice anyone—but if the lessor had pur- 
chased the tenancy, it would be otherwise, for that which 
i3 purchased is not parcel of the manor, because he ac- 
quires it by hisown acts.” Thisis an authority more dis- 
tinctly in point for the view which may be considered as 
now finally settled, so far as any feudal principle can in 
these days be treated as final. The present ruling implies 
that there is no merger by purchase of a mesne in a para- 
mount seigniory, and expressly decides that the lord 
does not take the seigniory discharged of a purchased 
tenancy, but subject to it. It and the similar decisions 
referred to appear to be opposed to the principle 
of Burgess v. Wheate, 1 Eden, 177, where it was held 
that there was no escheat of a trust estate, but 
that, on failure of the heirs of cestui que trust, the 
trust was wholly extinguished for the benefit of the 
trustee; but that decision has been greatly disapproved, 
and every possible limitation of its operation has been 
resorted to. Indeed, were it not that the vast majority 
of escheats enure for the benefit of the Crown, which is 
net disposed to be so litigious in such matters as a subject 
word be, there is every reason to believe that it would, 
ere sow, have been expressly overruled. 








We are obliged to hold over some letters from cor- 
respondents, already in type, they will appear in our next 
issue, 





COURTS. 


COURT OF ARCHES, 
(Before Dr. Lusutxcron.) 

March 6,—Hld vy. Perry and Ward.—The Law of Chancel 
Seats, —Dr. Lusuineron, the Dean of Arches, delivered 
judgment this morning in this case. It was an appeal from 
a decision of the Chancellor of the Consistorial Comt of 
Lichfield, Mr. Eld, the appellant, being the lay impropria- 
tor of the parish of Seaford, Staffordshire, and the respon- 
dents being the Rey. E. C. Perry, the viear, and Mr. Ward, 
one of the churchwardens. 

Dr. Deane, in stating the appellant’s case, said that Mr. 
Ward applied for a faculty to erect and place two moveable 
benches in the chanc¢el for the use of Mr. Perry. The Chan- 
cellor of the diocese, after hearing the case, granted the 
faculty, although it was strongly opposed by Mr. Eld, the 
lay impropriator, who was bound to keep the chancel in re- 
pair, and also by Mr. Stubbs, who was the other church- 
warden, It was stated by ecclesiastical writers that vicars 
originally had a right to seats in the chancel, but that sub- 
sequently it was held that where there was a rector the vicar 
had no more right to a seat in the chancel than any other 
parishioner. The Court below had granted the faculty, he 
contended, on a false suggestion. 

Dr. Robertson, for the respondents, showed by plans the 
inconvenience to which the vicar was at present subject, 
and contended that the ordinary had full control over the 
internal regulations of the church. 

Dr. Lusuineron, after reviewing the authorities cited, 
and viewing the case in all its bearings, decided in favour of 
the respondent. 

COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commisssioner GOULBURN. ) 

March 3.—In ve Edward  Titchener.—Mr. Edward 
Titchener was described as of the city of Chichester, attorney 
and solicitor. The petition to this court bears date the 16th 
January, 1865, and a meeting for examination and discharge 
was now held. The unsecured debts are returned at £665. 
The failure is attributed to undue pressure by creditors, and 
severe illness during the last three years. 

Mr. Sowlon, on the bankrupt’s behalf, stated that, in con- 
sequence of ill-health, his client had been unable to prepare 
the statutory accounts, and asked for an adjournment. 

Mr. Commissioner GouLspurN granted the application. 





—— In ve Cyrus Jay.—A meeting for examination and 
discharge was appointed to be held under the bankruptcy of 
Mr. Cyrus Jay, of 10, New-inn, Strand, attorney and solici- 
tor, but, when the matter was called on, neither counsel nor 
solicitor appeared for the assignee, and the case was struck 
out. The debts unsecured are returned at £387; the debts 
secured, £350; assets, debtor’s good, £126. 


March 6.—ZJn ve Gregor Grant.—This bankrupt was a re- 
tired judge of the Bombay Sudder Court. The debts are 
stated at £6,300, and the assets at about double that amount, 
of which, however, a large proportion consists of patents 
for improvements in the manufacture of leather, An ad- 
journment had been ordered for inquiry as to the value of 
these patents. 

Mr. Lewin, for the assignees, now asked the court to 
make an order setting aside a portion of the bankrupt’s 
pension of £700 a-year for the benefit of the creditors. 

Mr. Lawrance opposed the application on behalf of the 
bankrupt, and stated that the pension was already charged 
in favour of the Agra and Masterman’s Bank, 

His Honour thought he had power to make the order 
asked, but directed notice of a special application for the 
purpose to be served upon the Pe ry 

Adjourned for three months. 





MIDDLESEX SESSIONS. 
(Before W. H. Bopkiy, Esq., Assistant-Judge.) 

March 7.—Personation of Attorneys.—The attention of 
the Assistant-Judge was called to the conduct of a man 
named Burgess, in receiving money from prisoners’ friends 
for the purpose of employing counsel and not taking steps 
to perform his undertaking. 

A man named Sweeny, who said he was the brother-in- 
law of a prisoner who was tried yesterday, stated that he 
gave Burgess a guinea for counsel’s fee, and was told to wait 
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outside the court until the case came on. He remained all 
day, and then learnt that his relative had been tried with- 
out any one appearing for the defence. Upon making com- 
plaint, Burgess returned the money this morning. 

The Asststant-JUDGE said he regretted to hear that the 
precincts of this eourt were thronged by persons who were 
engaged in practising the most infamous frauds upon poor 
people who had tbe misfortnne to be the friends or relatives 
of offenders. He hoped the Bar would refuse to receive 
papers from this man Burgess under any circumstances, and 
the Bench would direct that Burgess should not be allowed 
to enter the Sessions-house again. 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Stamps oN Municipat VotinG Papers, 

Sir,—In reference to your article on this subject, con- 
tained in your impression of the 25th ulto.,* I may observe 
that, before the article appeared, the authorities had been 
convinced that the Solicitor to the Inland Revenue was 
wrong in requiring stamps to be affixed or impressed on the 
voting papers at the recent election for commissioners at 
Cheltenham ; accordingly, the money spent in such stamps 
has been, or is about to be, returned, Lex. 

Cheltenham, March 4. 

[The article in question had been in our possession for some 
weeks: the observations of the writer appear to us only en- 
titled to the more weight from the fact that they were in a 
manner prophetic of the action of the Government.—Ed. 
S.J. 








Wirr’s Separate Estare. 

Sir,—I have perused an article in the last number of the 
Jurist, from a correspondent, relative to a wife’s power of 
disposition over her separate estate of inheritance, in which 
remarks are made on an article in the Solicitors’ Journal, 
vol. 7, p. 640, on the same question. It is in the letter to 
the Jurist admitted that the writer of the article in your 
Journal would have proved his point if he could have shown 
that at the common law the whole inheritance of a wife's 
estate was, during the coverture, vested in the husband, and 
that a conveyance by the husband was a conveyance of the 
inheritance, and the writer of that letter remarks that the 
husband’s fine or feoffment in such case ‘owed its entire 
effect not to its conveying a legal estate, but to its creating 
a new estate” by wrong. Now, to this I need merely 
answer, that if the inheritance were not in the husband, he 
could not discontinue the estate, though he might create a 
disseisin. The wife, however, was at the common law put to 
her action, and had no right of entry left; a right which she 
would have had if the fine or feoffment had been a mere dissei- 
sin or a forfeiture, as it must have been if the husband’s legal 
estate had been a mere freehold estate for the coverture, 7. ¢., 
for the joint lives of the husband and wife ; in fact, I have 
but to refer to Littleton’s definition of a discontinuance, 
and Coke’s Commentary on it, and to the second instance of 
discontinuance given by Littleton, see Co, Lit. sections 592, 
594, in order to establish my position. I take leave to re- 
mind the writer of the letter to the Jurist, that discon- 
tinuance, which tolled an entry, was different from mere 
dlisseisin, which did not, and that to create a discontinuance 
the inheritance must have been in the discontinuor, and not 
the freehold only. WILLIAM Downes GriFFITH. 

56, Chaneery-lane, March 8. 





PRACTICE. 

Sir,—It may not be altogether without interest to some 
of your readers who practise in Vice-Chancellor Wood's 
Court to learn that his Honour, on Monday last, stated, his 
br gers on the bench had convinced him of the undesira- 
bility of suffering motions to be made other than on seal 
days, except in very urgent cases, 

n another case, in which a witness had made an affidavit 
for the plaintiff, and had sworn afterwards on the part of the 
defendant, that he did not remember to have made the state- 
ments contained in such affidavit, his Honour expressed his 
regret at observing how frequent recently the practice had 
been resorted to of endeavouring to make a witness swear 
himself out of court. Covurr Movse. 
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Covrts oF JusricE CoNcENTRATION Srre Bw. 

Sir,—The division on the 28th ult. as to Mr. Kinnaird’s 
motion; ‘‘ That it be an instruction to the Select Committee 
on the Courts of Justice Concentration (Site) Bill, that they 
have power to make provision for appropriating or obtaining 
sites, and for the erection of lodging-houses or other suitable 
dwellings for the working classes proposed to be displaced 
by the said bill,” and in which Lord Palmerston and the 
Attorney-General voted in the majority, was not on the 
motion itself, but only on the question—‘* That the word 
make stand part of the question.” The result of the division 
was, therefore, only to negative Mr. Hennessey’s amend- 
ment, which proposed ‘to leave out the word ‘make’ (in 
the original motion), in order to insert the words ‘inquire 
into the practicability and expediency of making.’” The 
division showed that less than forty members were present, 
so the house at once adjourned as on a count out, and Mr. 
Kinnaird’s motion was thus prevented from being put at all. 
If the number of members had been sufficient, and the 
motion had been put, doubtless Lord Palmerston and the 
Attorney-General would have voted against it, as they prac- 
tically did against the modified proposition proposed to be 
substituted. 

As an erroneous impression as to the effect of this division 
has got abroad, I shall feel obliged if you will kindly insert 
this letter in your next number. 

Primip RickMAN, Secretary. 

Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association, 

25, Chancery-lane, March 7. 





TITHE. 

Sir,—Will some of your readers answer the following 
quere, and refer me to an authority on the point :— 

A. grants a lease to B., which contains the usual covenant 
that B. will pay to A. the rent reserved by the lease, and 
the rates, taxes, and other outgoings assessed upon or pay- 
able in respect. of the demised premises. Upon demand 
being made, B. for the first time becomes aware that the 
premises are subject to tithe, Can B. recover the amount 
he pays for tithe from A., or must B. himself bear the pay- 
ment; and what would have been the case had the words, 
‘and other outgoings,” been omitted from the covenant ¢ 

SUBSCRIBER. 





So.icrrors’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCTATION, 

l have this morning been favoured with a copy of the re- 
port of this association, and I am delighted to see that it is 
getting on so well, but will you kindly allow me, as a sub- 
seriber and well-wisher to the association, to make an ob- 
servation or two in your paper on the proceedings of the 
committee as regards the granting of relief to non-members’ 
families. I observe that, in the year 1863, £35 10s was 
granted to members and families, and £120 to non-niem- 
bers’ families ; nearly four times the amount given to mem- 
bers and families, And, in the year 1864, £30 only was 
given to members and fanilies, and £93 to non-members’ 
families, more than three times the amount given to men- 
bers and families, 

If the committee go on giving relief in this way, it will be 
for the interest of attorneys who are likely, by any means, 
to require the aid of this society, not to become subscribers, 
as they will be relieved without it. Surely, every attorney 
could afford to give one guinea a-year to this association, and 
if they will not they ought not to be relieved. v. 'P. Bs: 








APPOINTMENTS, 


Hvcn Wit1tAMm Hoyzes, Esq., of the local bar of New- 
foundland, to be Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of that 
Island, in the room of Sir F, Brady, resigned. 

Mr. Grorce J. Murray, of Oldham, to be a Perpetual 
Commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of deeds by 
married wumen, for the county of Lancaster. 

CHarLes KeEtty, Esq., Q.C., to be Chairman of the 
Quarter Sessions for the County Longford, vice Loftus H. 
Bland, Esq., Q.C., promoted to a second class county (not 
yet fixed), tobe made vacant when the Queen’s County (va- 
eated by the promotion to a first class county of James 
Gibson, Esq.*) shall have been filled up. 








* 9 Sol. Jour, 344, 





* 9 Sol. Jour. 360, 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION, 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Thursday, March 9. 
Tue Case oF Mr. Epaunps. 

The Lonp Cuaxcen.or proposed that the select commit- 
tee to inquire into all the cirewmstances connected with the 
resignation of Mr. Edmunds of the offices of clerk of patents 
and clerk to the commissioners of patents, and with his 
resignation of the offices of reading clerk and clerk of out- 
door committees of this house, and also into all the circum- 
-stances connected with the grant of a retiring pension to 
him by this house, should consist of the following peers :— 
The Earl Granville, the Duke of Somerset, the Earl of 
Derby, the Duke of Montrose, the Earl of Clarendon, the 
Karl of Malmesbury, the Karl of Donoughmore, the Karl 
of Dalhousie, Lord Stanley of Alderley, Lord Taunton, and 
Lord Chelmsford. 

This was agreed to. en 

HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Thursday, March 2. 
Courts or Jusricn Burnpine Britt. 

This bill was read a third time and passed. 

Court OF CHANCERY (IRELAND) BILL, 

The three bills on this subject--one introduced by the 
Attorney-General, and the other two by Mr. Whiteside—- 
were read a second time, it being arranged that the diseus- 
sion on all of them should be taken at a later stage. 





NOUSE OF COMMONS COMMITTEE ROOMS. 
Twesday, Peb, 28. 
BaGNALStowN AND Wexrorp Ramway (SALE IN BANK- 
ruptcy) Bint. 

The standing orders in-this ease were dispensed with. 

The newly-appointed referees held their first meeting, and, 
to the surprise of all parties, senior members of the bar were 
present and held briefs—notwithstanding the rule of the new 
tribunal, which only allows one counsel to appear on each 
side—with the assistance of juniors. This is a pretty clear 
indication that the new system will not lead, as was fondly 
hoped by its originators, to any diminution of expense. 





Vending Measures of Legislation. 
Morreacr Desentures BILt, 

Prepared and brought in by Lord Naas and Colonel 

ireville. 

Preamble.—Whereas it is expedient that provision should 
be madej whereby such companies as are hereinafter defined 
tidy be enabled to issue mortgage debentures founded upon 
the security of cer'tain descriptions of property as hereinafter 
defined, and for the registration, in the Office of Land 
Registry, of such mortgage debentures and sccurities. 

$e it therefore enacted, &e. : 

1. Short title—* The Mortgage Debenture Act, 1865.” 

2. Act to apply to companies incorporated under ‘ The 
Companies Act, 1862,” and no others. 

8. In order that a company may be entitled to avail itself 
of the provisions of this Act: : 

First. The objects for which it is established, as declared 
in its memorandum of association, must be, or in- 
clude in substance or effect, the following :— 

1. Lending money repayable with interest wpon the 
security— 

(a.) Of real property. 

(6.) Of rates and charges of all descriptions, imposed 
upon, or created by, the owners or oceupicrs of 
real property, 

2. The borrowing of moncy on transferrible mortgage de 
bentures, 

Sceond. The company must have a subseribed eapital of 
hot less. than £1,000,000, divided into shares of not 
Jess than £50. 

Third. Upon each share issued at least one-tenth, and not 
more than one-half, of the nominal amount thereof 
must have been paid up, and not less than £100,000, 
in the whole, must have been paid up on shares bord 
Jide issued and taken, 

4. Company may borvow money on mortgage debentures 

issued in accordance with Act. ~ +h 

5. Debentures may be issued on the security of mortgages 





to the company in respect of advances of money made by it, 
and repayable with interest, whereby such repayment shall 
be primarily secured upon real property or some estates or 
interests therein, or charge thereon, and no others. 

6. Securities on which campanies wish to issue debentures 
to be produced to Registrar of Titles, &e., in order to the 
same being duly registered in the Office of Land Registry. 

7. Land Securities Register to be established in Office of 
Land Registry. 

8. Registrar of Titles, &c., to conduct business of Register. 

9. Detailed provisions respecting the Register of Securities. 

10. Company may issue pe not exceeding amount 
of registered securities, or ten times the amount of uncalled 
share capital (which shall be the smaller sum). 

11. Company may issue new debentures in lieu of those 
paid off. 

12-25. *—Provisions regulating the registration of securi- 
ties and debentures, and the necessary guarantees for cre- 
ditors of the company. 

26—44.*—Provisions as to the form and incidents of 
mortgage debentures, 

45. In cases in which trustees are expressly authorised to 
invest upon the security of real property, they may apply to 
the High Court of Chancery in England or Ireland, or to the 
Court of Session in Scotland, for an order of the Court em- 
powering them to invest their trust moneys upon the 
security of mortgage debentures issued under this Act; and 
the Court, on being satisfied that there is nothing in the in- 
strument creating the trust expressly prchibing such invest- 
ment, may, on such application, make the desired order. 

46. In all cases in which, by the instrument creating the 
trust, trustees are authorised to invest trust moneys in 
Stock, or on mortgage or on debentures of any company in- 
corporated by Act of Parliament, they may invest such trust 
moneys on the security of mortgage debentures duly issued 
under this Act. 

47, Debenture-holders may, from time to time, enforce 
payment of any arrears of interest or principal by procuring 
the appointment of a receiver. 

48, 49. The application for the appointment of such re- 
ceiver may be made by any one or more debenture creditors 
for an aggregate sum of net less than £5,000, if interest in 
arrear for thirty days, and after demand in writing made 
upon the company. 

50. No sch application shall prejudice any concurrent 
remedy of creditor. 

51. Applications for receiver, how to be made. 

52, 53. Provisions as to receiver. 

54, 55. Company not to issue mortgage debentures on 
ceasing to be entitled to avail itself of the Act, under a 
penalty of one-tenth of the amount improperly issued. 

56. All penalties may be recovered for the use of her 
Majesty by the Attorney-General for England or Ireland, and 
the Lord Advocate or Solicitor-General in Scotland, in like 
manner as any other penalties now imposed in cases of 
Inland Revenue. ; 

57. Saving rights of company to borrow otherwise than 
by debentures. 

58. Registrar, &c., not personally liable for executing 
Act. 

59. This Act shall not exempt the company from the pro- 
visions of any Act relating to joint-stock companies, ap- 
plicable to the company. 

60. In the construction of this Act all words meaning 
or applying to individuals only, shall apply, meéatis 
mutandis, to corporations also. 





IRELAND. 


Ronis Court. 
PrritroN AGATNST A SoLicrror. 

Avinstrong v. Armstrong.—This was a summary petition 
presented against the respondent, who is a solicitor, praying 
relief with regard to a sum of £1,000, borrowed on the 
seeurity of certain lands, under the following circumstances : 
—The petitioner having advanced £2,000 for the purchase 
of certain lands, the deeds regarding same were prepared by 
the respondent, who was his brother, and, after having been 
executed, were handed over to the petitioner, the grant of 
the lands having been made to the respondent, as he alleged, 


* None of thes rin 
owners, 
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for himself, the petitioner having lent him the money, but, 
as the petitioner alleged, solely in trust for him, the peti- 
tioner. Some time afterwards the respondent got the loan 
of the deeds from the petitioner, and then borrowed the sum 
of £1,000 on the security of the lands, and then gave back 
the deeds ; some time afterwards, the petitioner learned that 
this money had been borrowed, and thereupon he presented 
the present petition. The respondent insisted that the 
lands were his own, and that he did not get the deeds as 
the petitioner’s solicitor. 

His Honour, in giving judgment, said that this was a 
petition to the summary jurisdiction of the court over the 
respondent as a solicitor to the court ; and it was a great 
misfortune that all this great expense had been gone to, 
bringing all these matters before the court, which could 
not be dealt with in this summary way. The relation be- 
tween the petitioner and the respondent was that of bor- 
rower and lender, not of solicitor and client, and the peti- 
tioner must have known this, for he had only to look at 
the back of the deeds in his possession. The conduct of 
the respondent was highly improper in borrowing the 
money upon the deeds while in his possession; but the 
relation of solicitor and client had not been made out, and, 
therefore, on this summary petition he could not give the 
relief sought. The misfortune was, that all this expense 
had been uselessly incurred. He would not, however, dis- 
miss the petition, but let it stand over, with liberty to the 
petitioner, if he thought fit, to institute a suit; and he 
would reserve the question of costs till the same should be 
heard. 

Counsel for petitioner—Messrs, Brewster, Q.C., R. R. 
Warren, Q.C., and F, J. Dames. Counsel for respondent 
—The Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General, and Mr. 
M’ Mahon. —_—— 

Court oF Common PLEAS. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius before Chief Justice Monahan and 
a City Special Jury.) 
ACTION AGAINST AN ATTORNEY. 

Martin Ryan vy. John Graham.—This was an action for 
false imprisonment and conspiracy. The petitioner is a re- 
tired excise officer; the defendant is a respectable solicitor. 
It appeared that the plaintiff took twenty shares in a com- 
pany for working a mine called the ‘‘ Milltown Silver Lead 
Mining Company.” The company having become bankrupt, 
it was brought into the Court of Bankruptcy to be wound up, 
and the defendant was appointed solicitor to the proceedings. 
The plaintiff having been declared a contributor to the 
amount of £100, the defendant, after the usual steps to obtain 
payment of the calls made by the court, arrested the plain- 
tiff, and lodged him in the Marshalsea. On application to 
the judge of the bankrupt court for his discharge, the plain- 
tiff swore he never had been served with the order on which 
the warrant was issued. It also appeared that the bailiff, 
Kavanagh, who swore that he had served the plaintiff per- 
sonally with the order, had been convicted of perjury in 
another case, but of that circumstance the defendant knew 
nothing. The action was brought for that the defendant 
maliciously caused the plaintiff to be arrested without pro- 
bable cause, and that he conspired with Kavanagh to effect 
the arrest. The defendant denied all malice in the matter, 
not even knowing the plaintiff by appearance, and averred 
that he only acted as he was bound to do as solicitor to the 
proceedings. 

The jury found for the defendant. 

Counsel for plaintiff—Mr. Serjeant Armstrong, Messrs. Butt, 
M. P., Q.C., and Phillips. Counsel for defendant—Messrs, 
Morris, Q.C.; Dillon, and Buchanan. 





CONSOLIDATED CHAMBER. 
(Before Mr. Justice Hayes.) 
Tur MAGistracy—TuEe ATTORNEY PROFESSION—PUBLIC 
OFFICERS. 

Counsel applied on behalf of Mr. Nagle, the clerk of the 
Crown of the Queen’s Bench, recently appointed to the 
Commission of the Peace for the county Cork, for an order 
that his name should be taken off the roll of attorneys in the 
Courts of Exchequer and Common Pleas. The only question 
he observed, was whether it was necessary that Mr. Nagle 
should make the usual affidavit that he is not retained in 
any suit, and that there is no complaint or proceeding de- 
pending against him, and that he does not apprehend any. 
He (counsel) submitted that it was not. Mr, Nagle’s name, 





upon production of the patent appointing him to his office, 
had been removed from the roll OP the Queen’s Bench; and a 
similar course had been adopted in the Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Justice Hayes said that he did not consider the rule ap- 

lied to a case like that of Mr. Nagle. Upon his appointment to 
nis present office, Mr. Nagle became incapable of any longer 
continuing to practise as an attorney, and it would be, there- 
fore, idle that he should be required to deny that he had any 
suit pending. He should, therefore, make the order without 
any affidavit. 
BANQUET TO THE NEW SOLICITOR-GENERAL. 

The resolution come to at a meeting of members of the 
Munster Bar,* has been magnificiently carried out. 

On Thursday, the 28rd February, more than sixty mem- 
bers of the Munster Circuit sat down to dinner; Richard 
J. Lane, Esq., Q.C., one of the oldest members of the cir- 
cuit, in the chair. 

That the compliment was dictated wholly by the opinion 
entertained by his brethren of Mr. Sullivan’s personal and 
professional merits, was shown by the attendance cf mem- 
bers of the circuit belonging to every creed and party. 
After the usual loyal toasts, the chairman proposed the 
health of ‘‘ the Solicitor-General,” in a complimentary speech, 
in which it is difficult to say which he honoured most : the 
Bar of the Munster Circuit, or the Solicitor-General, one of 
its most distinguished members. The toast was most warmly 
received ; and after the Solicitor-General had duly returned 
thanks, the evening concluded in a manner highly satis- 
factory to all present. 

Perhaps, however, there were some there to whom not the 
least pleasant circumstance connected with the affair was that 
another and most important vacancy has thus been made 
in the ranks of the leaders of the circuit. 











SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE PROMOTION 
OF SOCIAL SCIENCE, 

The ninth meeting of the law department of this society 
will be held on Monday, the 13th inst., for the consideration 
of reports from the standing committee of the department 
on the following subjects :—1. The County Courts Equit- 
able Jurisdiction Bill. 2. The law of appeal in criminal 
cases, The chair will be taken at eight o'clock. 





Mr. CuHaApwick’s PAPER ON THE CONVEYANCE OF PAS - 
SENGERS AND Goops ON RaILways. 
(Concluded from page 371.) 

Some observations are due as respects the treatment and 
condition of railway servants by the trading companies. An 
important paper on railway accidents, by Mr. James Brun- 
lees, engineer of the Great Northern Railway, read at the 
Institute of Civil Engineers, showed the defective adminis- 
tration of the railway companies, especially as respects the 
appointment and the management of the great body of men 
they employ. Intelligence, steadiness, and self-reliance, are 
important qualifications for the economical working of 
such undertakings, especially where costly and dangerous 
machinery is to be dealt with. Mr. Brunlees points out 
that the wages usually given by railway companies are too 
low to command such qualifications, and as a consequence, 
he says, ‘‘inferior men are — who are incapable of 
appreciating the importance and necessity of executing their 
duties with promptitude and exactitude.” But this inferior 
attention is often overtaxed to an extent which would be 
too great for attention of men even of a higher grade, and it 
in itself stamps the character of the common management. 
He points out the overworking of railway servants, as a 
serious element of danger, principally from the insufficient 
number employed. ‘‘The number of hours,” he says, 
‘during which they are kept on duty, cannot fail to render 
them less vigilant. In the course of inquiries it has been 
found that drivers have in some cases been employed for a 
period of seventeen hours daily—and they have been known 
to be on duty as much as twenty-six hours, and even thirty 
hours continuously. An insufficient number of servants 
tends to unpunctuality—to being obliged to make use of 
unqualified or inexperienced persons for the performance of 
onerous duties.” 

Railway officers have stated to me the extreme difficulty 

# 9 Sol. Jour, 310, 
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they have in sustaining the attention of the men during the 
excessively long hours they are employed, and have ex- 
pressed their conviction that a large change of system is 
needed in the interests of the great body of the railway 
Servants, as well as of the shareholders and the public. 

Besides the value to the public froma progressive tentative 
reduction of charges, and from the utilities | have specified, 
there would be considerable economies derivable from simple 
unity of management, which Captain Lawes estimated would 
be 25 per cent. Another saving to the publie would be the 
saving of time, by removal of the impediments of disjointed 
and conflicting separate action. In some instances the gain 
in time would amount, it is stated, to full one-third. | In 
some districts especially, there would be large gains, equiva- 
lent to increased speed, by enabling the public to be carried 
direct without impediment over shorter distances. Another 
advantage attainable would be the economy of rolling stock 
and duplicate establishments, not that I think there need be 
va reduction of the present railway staff or service, but 
only an extended application of it. 

From railways, as from other means of communication, 
there are large public services derivable from their improve- 
ment which are incapable of pecuniary appreciation. How 
can we appreciate the value of united action with the postal 
service; of having the railway stations for free use as postal 
stations ; of enabling a business letter to be answered in one 
day, which now requires two; or of enabling the public 
means of diffusing wide information, to that which now 
occupies five or more to be accomplished in three? Not to 
speak of the advantage of enabling a London trader to go to 
Manchester, or any place of equal distance, in little more 
than three hours, to see for himself the goods he wishes to 
purchase, and to rettrn home at night, and that comfortably 
in such carriages as those described, and for a single fare. 
To the public services are to be added the more convenient 
and cheap conveyance of volunteers, as well as of soldiers, of 
police, of paupers, and of prisoners. 

It being then, | submit, clear that by unity of manage- 
ment large economies may be made, and a surplus income 
obtained beyond the existing returns, and that too without 
even the new sonrees from parcel postage traffic or postal 
telegraphy—the question is, wei or by what administrative 
means, these economies may be achieved. Mr, Galt proposes 
a board elected by the railway companies from amongst their 
own directors, with the addition of Government representa- 
tives. Apart from the objections in principle to giving the 
benefit of the public securities and means to be applied by 
private bodies, managers, and able reforming directors of 
railways, and some representatives of the railway interests, 
would (if I am not misinformed), if fairly consulted, be 
against such a body for the direction of a change. 

As respects subordinate administration, the question may 
be put as an open one, but I have seen no reason to alter 
the opinion I originally entertained, that it was not necessary 
that what is usually understood as the Government should 
undertake either the maintenance of the old, or the con- 
struction of new works ; that it might constitute a responsi- 
ble department to put them up for competition, to construct 
them, and form them on conditions of direct public responsi- 
bility ; and | find that that view has been confirmed by the 
subsequent experience of Mr. Robert Stephenson. His 
views are that the best plan would be to let the railways 
to farmers, like the farmers of turnpike roads and bridges, 
who should pay a certain fixed or variable rent to the share- 
holders, and retain the surplus rents. 

“By such a plan, the shareholders would be sceure of 
their dividends, and the public secure of good accomodation. 
The only individuals who would suffer by the reform are the 
gentlemen who at present play with money which is not 
their own.” 

I observe it is stated by one very eminent railway director, 
that contract management has been tried in France and in 
Russia and has failed. Mr. Robert Stephenson’s reeom- 
mendation was understood to be based upon instances where 
it is stated to have succeeded, Our mail conveyance was a 
system of contract management, as is that of the postal 
steamers, which appears to have worked, on the whole, satis- 
factorily. The practice of leasing lines is now prevalent 
amongst the companies themselves, and I am informed is 
being extended, and I do not see why it should not be avail- 
able under the conditions supposed. The examples of 
failures as well as of success in the contract system would, 
however, bea highly important subject for close examination, 
as involving administrative questions of first-rate importance, 
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It may be surmised that these principles are opposed to 
competition, to which it is said we owe great advances. On 
the contrary, it will be found that a correet adininistrative 
principle gives an opening for competition on the largest 
scale, and of the most efficient description, on the principle 
of what I call ‘‘ competition for the field,” meaning for the 
whole field of service as against competition within the field 
ending in divisions of parts of it. 1 have there shown, that 
to commit two or more capitals into a competition for a 
service which can be aceomplished by one, is always a waste, 
generally at the public expense. Like races between heavily 
weighted horses, such competitions between concerns heavily 
weighted by separate establishment charges, must result in 
comparatively reduced speeds. 1 would ask where the 
utmost competition between duplicate lines in the same field 
has left us, but in fares more than one-third behind Belgium, 
with a disjointed, jarring, conflicting system, and far in- 
ferior means and chances, in the present state of things, of 
future progress ? Many improvements are not adopted because 
they would be ineligible unless they were made general, and 
the labour is too great to work them through a multitude of in- 
dependent administrations. The separations of the railways 
by independent authorities constitute insuperable barriers to 
the adoption of many improvements, which are not eligible 
for one part of a company unless they are applied to the 
whole, 

When I state that to effect the economies derivable 
from unity of management, it is not necessary that the exe- 
eutive work should be accomplished under any existing 
department of Government. I must guard myself against 
admitting, by implication, the truth of the common denun- 
ciations of governmental administration, as being essentially 
inferior, or hopelessly ineligible. Whatever may be the 
shortcomings of any old and unreformed branch of the 
public administration, nothing so bad has ever been known 
or suspected, or could have existed, as has notoriously pre- 
vailed and been made manifest in railway administration. 

Before the committee on railway amalgamations, large 
economies were proved to be practicable by unity of diree- 
tion. Is it impracticable to achieve them by any new 
administrative agency, and to divide the savings fairly 
between the shareholders and the public? Is acknowledged 
waste to continue as a heritage ? 

On the trade part of the question, to use the terms of a 
letter on the subject which I have reecived from Earl For- 
tescue :—‘* Now that we have got free-trade pretty nearly as 
far as we can reasonably expect to get it, by the extensive 
aboliton or reduction of export and import duties, the next 
thing we must seek is free transport, sinee an unduly heavy 
transport tax, though paid to companies instead of to 
Government, is none the less oppressive and restrictive upon 
that account, whether levied on persons or on goods,” 

We have now in question burthens to the extent of several 
nillions per annum, impeding agriculture, as well as trade 
and manufacture, beyond those sustained by foreign com- 
petitors ; yet the question is not of the reduction of a net 
revenue, but of its maintenance, and even of its augmenta- 
tion from reduced rates, obtainable by increased freedom. I 
think there can be little doubt, looking to the greater 
activity of our people, that with increased facility for traffic 
we may, at rates of charge greatly below those of the eonti- 
nental states, replace and improve the net income from 
railway communication, including telegraphic and parcel 
postage, and take from those countries the large opening for 
a considerable advance wpon us which their better legislation 
on this subject has incontestibly given to them. 


METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
CIATION, 

The following petition in favour of the County Courts 
Bill was presented to the House of Lords, npon the second 
reading of the bill, by the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
Association :-— 

1. The Metropolitan and Provincial Law Association is a 
society, &e.* 

2. Your petitioners have — with much pleasure a 
bill tiow befure your honourable House, intituled ‘* An Act 
to confer on the County Courts a Limited Jurisdiction in 
Equity,” and the desire to express their cordial concurrence 
in the measure. 

3. They consider that such Dill, if passed into law, will 
supply a long-felt want, by enabling equitable questions 

*Sce 8 Sol. Jour. 587. ‘Vhis first clause is an inyanable preamble 
to all the petitions presented by this society. 
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affecting small properties or small amounts (as to which, at 
present, there is practically no remedy) to be cheaply dealt 
with by local courts, and will by such means remove the 
present crying evil of a practical denial of justice in cases 
where the amount involved is too small to justify the in- 


curring of the expenses of a resort to the High Court of 


Chancery. é 
4. Your petitioners, however, are of opinion that it is de- 
sirable that section 13 should be amended by extending the 


appeal (therein most properly provided for) to questions of 


fact as well as “ matters of law or equity.” 

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the said bill, 
so amended, may pass-your right honourable House and 
become law. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, 
Mr. J. N. H1eGixs, on Conveyancing, Monday, March 13. 
Mr, M. H. Cookson, on Equity, Friday, March 17. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the mecting of this society, on Tuesday, the 7th inst., 
Mr. Sangster Green in the chair, the question diseussed was 
~—** Would it be desirable to substitute Stipendiary Magis- 
trates in the place of Justices of the Peace ?” 

Mr. Kenwick opened the question in the negative, which 
was the view adopted by the society at the close of the dis- 
cussion. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


Tie WALLACHIAN PerroneumM Company (Limirep), 

The Wallachian Petroleum Company (Limited) invite 
applications for an issue of 4,000 preference shares of £10 
each, a minimum interest of per cent. is guaranteed, 
The prospectus relating to this issue is now in cireulation, 
and will be found in our advertising columns. 





Bricuron Horm, Company, 

The ordinary general meeting of the Brighton Hotel Com- 
pany took place on the 8th. ‘The profit for five months 
amounts to £4,159, which is reduced to £2,685 after pay- 
ment of interest on debentures, mortgage, ke. A dividend 
was declared at the rate of 15 per cent. per annum, leaving 
upwards of £1,000 to be carried forward. 


Lorn Srantry on Provipenr HWanrrs.—Lord Stanley 
presided this year at the annual dinner of the Warehouse- 
men and Clerks’ Schools. In proposing the toast of the 
evening, he said they knew that the foreign trade of this 
country, vast as it was before, had nearly trebled in the last 
twenty-five years, and they knew that it was still progress- 
ing at such a rate that even sensible men began to speculate 
as to what England would be fifty years hence, and as to how 
much of the island there would then be that would not be 
occupied by warehouses or dwellings. They might feel sure, 
that the number of persons employed in’ subordinate but 
honourable duties connected with trade would continue to 
increase. They had a large and increasing class, and he 
supposed he might assume that it was in general a class 
without any considerable private means. Now, it was quite 
certain that in any one class of men a certain proportion 
would die early, and of these a majority would probably 
leave wives and families unprovided for. Now, what must 
happen when a man living upon his earnings, having a wife 
and fainily, died prematurely or by accident? One of two 
things clearly—either he must have insured his life cr his 
family must be supported by charity. For a fainily to be 
thrown on the resourees of public charity was a misfortune, 
not only for them, but for the public. It was very hard 
in any country, and especially in this country, for men who 
fell down to a very low class to rise again. Such persons 
were apt to lose heart, and to become useless members of 
society. It was hard, too, upon relations and friends ; and 
if, as was sometimes the case, the employer stepped in, it 
was a charitable act. No doubt the proper thing for a man 
to do was to insure his life ; but to the lower grade of the 
class which twas associated with warchousemen and clerks, 
life was a struggle, and insurance costly; and what the 











institution did in that respect was to offer to make the cost 
of insurance easier than it otherwise would be. If the insti- 
tution were to say toa man, ‘‘ We will take care of those 
who belong to you when you are gone,” it wowld be doing 
mischief ; but, instead of that, it merely said, ‘‘ Subscribe 
to the institution, you can very well afford it, you will only 
have a few less cigars to smoke. Your subscription will 
give a claim to assistance if it should be required, and that 
will be far better than clemosynary relief.” 

SHAksperran Reapixe.—During the last week Mr. C, 
J. Plumptre read before a large private party at the Old 
Yacht Club House, Southampton, a variety of selections 
from Henry VILL, Julius Cesar, and Henry V., with ex- 
tracts from Tennyson and other authors. We need not say 
that the audience experienced a new pleasure on this their 
first introduction to one of our best masters in Elocution, 
The evening was unanimously voted a suecess, and we are 
glad to add that this class of entertainment promises to 
become popular in the neighbourhood, as we learn that two 
private professional readings have since been arranged.—The 
Institute and Actuaries’ Gazette, 














ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT, 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
March 2.— By Mr. Manrsu. 

Sixteen £15 shares (fully paid up) in the London Reversionary Intee 
rest Society—Sold for £43, 

Absolute reversion to one-sixth of £6,438 11s. 6d. 3 per cent. Consols, 
payable on the death of a gentleman aged 80 years, or second mare 
riage of any widow he may leave surviving him—Sold for £410, 

A vested reversion, falling into possession on the death of a lady 
aged 78 years, to one-sixth share of 16 freehold houses at Doncas- 
ter, producing £139 per annum; also, to one-sixth of £3,530 in- 
vested on mortgage, and £948 3s, 4d. cash—Sold for £689. 

Absolute reversion to one-sixth share of £4,086 17s 9d, Consols, re- 
ceivable on the decease of a lady aged 58 years—Sold for £265. 

March 3.—By Messrs. Norron & Trist. 

Freehold premises, situate No. 27, Lawrence Pountney-lane, Cannon- 
street, City—Sold for £8,300, 

The eqnitable reversion, on the death of a lady aged 50 years, to 
freehold property, situate in Blackman.street and Lant-street, 
Borough, producing £256 per anuum—Sold for £:,170. 

Is Freehold plot of building land, adjoining the Mission-hall, Aldershott 
—Sold for £100. 

Freehold plot of building land, opposite the Mission-hail, Aldershot 
—So!d for £1,200. 

March 7.--By Messrs. Denexaam & Tewson. ’ 

Frechold property, situate Nos. 18, 19,and 20, Tokenhouse-yard, City, 
oceupying an area of about 1,780 square feet—Sold for £20,000, 

Freehold cottage residence, known as Hills Bank, situate at Gravely» 
Herts, with stabling, and grounds of 14 acres—Sold for £575. 

Leasehold residence, No. 13a, Belgrave-square ; term, 44 years unex- 
pired; rent, £100 per annum—Sold for £150. 











AT GARRAWAY’S. 
March 1.—By Messrs. Fanesrotuer, Ciarx, & Co. 

Equitable life interest ofa gentleman, aged 47 years, in £20,000 
Consols, one moiety of £10,072 2s. 1d. Consols, and contingent inte- 
rest thereon; also two policies in the Royal Insurance Office on the 
life of the above gentleman, amounting to £8,060—Sold for £7,750. 

Ten £100 shares in the Rawweliffe Joint Stock Stud Farm Company 
(Limited) — sold for £600, 

Next presentation to the rectory of South Ormsby and Ketsby, the 
vicarage of Caiceby, and rectory of Briby, Lincoln—Sold for 
£4,500. 

Freehold and leasehold premises, comprising stabling, large yard, 
residence and 2 cottages, situate in the Wandsworth road, Vaux- 
hall—Sold fi 2,710. 

Leaschold, 6 houses and shops, being No 
Regent-street, Westininster; term, 30 
rent, £4 per house-— Sold for £ 1,505, , 

Leasehold, 6 houses, being Nos. 1 to 6, Augusta-terrace, Hallsville- 
yoad, North Woolwich; term, 99 years from 1852; ground-rent, 
£16 10s. per annum—Sold for £775 

March 3,—By Messrs. Ventom, Crarne, & Buin. 

Freehold cottaye, kuown as Skip’s Cottage, with orchard and 
stabling, &c., containing | acre and a-quarter; also a cottage 
known as Mrs. Cooper’s Cottage, with stabling, *%e., situate in the 
parish of Nortifleet, Kent— Sold for £750, 

Freehold, 3 acres of plantation laud, situate as above ; let at £30 per 
aunum-- Sold for £800, 

Freehold cottage, with ground, situate as above; let at 4s. per week 


—Sold for £145, 























By Messrs. Wantes & Crunn. 
Frechold estate, comprising 5 rere F land, with 5 houses 
aud other buildings thereon, situate in the parish of West Ham, 
Essex—-Soid for £5,800. 
March 7.—By Mr. Newron. 

Freehold honse and shop, No. 21, Upper-strect, Islington ; let fora 
term, at £109 per anuunt— Sold for £2,250. . 
Frechold, the One Sun publie-house, 125 aud 126, Great Saffron hill; 

let for a teria, at £120 per annum - Sold for £2,410. 












PIKTAS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTITS. 





CUTHBERT—On Feb. 22, at Clontarf, Dublin, the wife of Robert L. 
Cuthbert, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 
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H U MPHREYS—On Feb, 2, at Dover, the wife of Thomas Humphreys, 
Esq., Lincoln’s-iun, Barrister-at-Law, of twin’ sons. 
VIC SKERS—On March 6, at Dublin, the wife of Henry Thomas Vickers, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 


LAWRANCE—LEE—On Jan. 19, at St. John’s Cathedral, Hong Kong, 
by the Rev. J. Trwin, D.D., Edward Lawrance, Esq., of Shanghai, 
Solicitor, to Mary Matilda, eldest daughter of the late George Lee, 
Esq.. Ceylon Civil Service. 

WALSIT—ALLEN—On Feb. 26, at Bridstow Church, Herefordshire, 
S. P. Walsh, Capt. R. A., to Lydia, daughter of the late R, Allen, 
Esq., Serjeant-at-Law. 

DEATHS. 


COOPER—On March 4, Elizabeth, widow of the late Charles Cooper, 
isq.. Solicitor, Maidenhead, Berks, aged 48. 

MACKEN—On Feb 26, at Brookeborough, Thomas Macken, Esq., late 
Sessional Crown Prosecutor for Fermanagh. 

MANT—On March 2, at Sussex, Frances, the wife of A. Mant, Esq., 
Solicitor. aged 69, 

STEWART —On Feb. 16, at Roundary-road, St. John’s-wood, London, 
Elizabeth Maria, wife of Charles Stewart, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
= of Alexander Bate, Esq., of Monkstown, County 

ublin, 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore st g in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless othe Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

jnuce, Right Hon. Geo. Ws. Frepk., Earl, and Frepx. Inrip Nicnott, 
Carey-street, Lincoln's-inn, Esq. £2,500.Consolidated £3 per Cent. 
Annuitics.—Claimed by Marquis Ailesbury, late Earl Bruce and 
¥. 1, Nicholl. 

Crase, Jonny, Luton, Beds, Surgeon, deceased. £140 New £3 per 
Cent. Annulties.---Claimed by George Gilbert, and R. J. Crosse, 
the surviving executors. 

Grnaves, Henry Marwoop, Banner, near Sheffield, Esq., deceased. 
One dividend on the sum of £5,685 12s. 7s., Consolidated £3 per 
ae Annuities,—Claimed by W. H. G. Bagshawe, the administra- 
bor. 

Machae, Extza, Spnster, and Bucwanan McMIttan, Printer, both late 
of Bow-street, Covent-garden, deceased. £150 Consolidated £3 per 
Cent. Annuities.—Claimed by W. H. Millar, sole executor of E. 
MacRae, 

Somes, Josern, Stratford-green, Essex, Esq., and Rev. Joun Tomas 
Layarp, Swafield, Norfolk. £93 6s. 6d. Consolidated £3 per Cent. 
Annuities.—Claimed by said J. Somes and J. T. Layard. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


TMinding-up of Point Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, March 3, 1865. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Jexandra Park Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has 
fixed March 13 at 1, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidator. 

West Central Horse and Carriage Repository (Limited).—The Master 
of the Rolls has appointed Fredk Whinney, Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn, 
to be official liquidator. 

West Central Horse and Carriage Repository (Limited).—Creditors 
are required, on or before March 25, to send their names and ad- 
dresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Fredk Whinney, 
Serle-st, Lincoln’s-inn, official liquidator. Tuesday, April 25, at 12, 
“ appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims, 

Turspay, March 7, 1855, 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Anglo-Californian Gold Mining Company.—Petition for winding-up, 
presented March t, to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Kendersley, 
March 17. Bridges & Co, solicitors for the petitioner, 

Limitrp in CHANCERY. 

Brighton Brewery Company (Limited).—By an order made by the 
Master of the Rolls, Feb 25, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. 

Palleg Anthracite Coal and Iron Company (Limited).—By an order 
made by the Master of the Rolls, Feb 25, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Tucker, St Swithin’-lane, solicitor 
for the petitioner. 


Hriendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, March 3, 1865, 
London and North-Western Railway Friendly Society, Euston Rail- 
way Station, Feb 22. 
ong See Female Friendly Society, Sea Lion Inn, Leek, Stafford, 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, March 3, 1865, 
Bean, Thos, Althorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. March 22. Bean v Everatt 


V.C, Kindersly. 
Davis, Geo Chas, West Ham, Essex, Licensed Victualler. 
Causley v Davis, M. R. 
oe. Deeble Peter, Exminster, Devon, March 27. 


April 10, 
Peter v Peter, 


Tuespay, March 7, 1865. 
ee Chas, Sutton, Chester, Yeoman, Aprilll. Boothbyv Day, 


o Ate 
Donald, Wm, Newton Arlosh, Holme Cultram, Cumberland, Corn- 
_ Wall. April 12. Blacklock v Donald, V. C. Stuart. 
Edmonstone, Sir Geo Fredk, K.C.B., Effingham-hill, Surrey. March 
29, Edmonstone v Edmonstone, V. C. Wood, 





Johnstone, Geo, Tavistock-sq, Esq. April 10. Blake v Johnstone, 


Lees, Sarah, Brinscome, Gloucester, Widow. March 28. Coope v 
Lewis. V. C. gone k 

Markwell, Jas, Albemarle-st, Piccadilly, Wine Merchant. April 10. 
Bull v Markwell, M. R. 

Piffard, Elizabeth, Landour, Bengal, East Indies. July 31. Vanrenen 
v Piffard, V.C. Stuart. 

Simmons, Thos, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Gent. April 4, Morgan v. 
Middlemiss, M. R. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Wict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, March 3, 1865, 

Barker, Jas, Cleckheaton, York, Card Maker. March 8. Jackson, 
Cleckheaton, nr Normanton. 

Burnell, John, Plymouth, Devon, Esq. Phillips & Sons 
Plymouth, 

Cherry, Rev Hy Curtis, Burghfield, Berks. April 15. Symes & Sandi- 
lands, Fenchurch-st. 

Gow, Niel, Northam, Devon, Gent. May 1. Barker & Co, Gray’s- 
inn-sq. 

Hancox, Wm, Winson-green, Warwick, Gent, 
Birm. 

Haves, John, Westbourne-ter, North Paddington, Corn Dealer. 
April 6, Gibson, Dartford. 

Macfarlane, Jas, Guiseley, Bradford, York, Cashier. Aprill5, Raw- 
son & Co, Bradford. 

Middleton, Alicia Maria, Barlborough, Derby, Widow. 
Kaye & Co, Lpool. 

Ramsden, Charlotte, Inverness-ter, Bayswater. March 31. Lawrance 
& Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Rouse, Mary, Burford, Oxford, Widow. May 1. Price & Son, Burford. 

Thomas, Thos, Pwllydomen, St John, Glamorgan. March 22. Bishop, 
Llandovery. 


May 10. 


May 22. Webb, 


March 17. 


Turspay, March 7, 1865. 

Blackman, Wm, Gower's-walk, Rupert-st, Whitechapel, Cooper. 
March 25. Mitchell, Gt Prescott-st, Whitechapel. 

Brown, Edwd Earl, Harbour Grace, Newfoundland, North Am2rica, 
Sub-Collector of H.M.’s Customs. April 20, Pilgrim & Phillips, 
Church-ct, Lothbury. 

Cowell, Silas, Canterbury, Viterinary Surgeon. April 6. Sankey & 
Co, Canterbury. 

Crompton, Jane, Lower Grove House, Rochampton, Widow. May 15. 
Crosby, Church-ct, Old Jewry, for Litler, Oldham. 

Elliott, Rev Joshua, Tow Law, Durham, Clerk. 
Durham. 

Goode, Thos, Upper King-st, Holborn, Upholsterer, April 3. Evans, 
Manchester-buildings, Westminster. 

Holliday, John Ward, Albonrne, Hurst Pierrepoint, Sussex, Esq. 
April 14. Bailey & Co, Berners-st. 

TInchbald, Thos Chas, Edge hill, Lpool, Esq. April!. Tennant & Co, 
Leeds. 

McGregor, Alex, Brixton, Licensed Victualler. April 3. Tanqneray, 

Co, New Broad-st. 

Macgregor, Georgina, York-st, Portman-sq, Spinster, April 20. 
Rogers & Jull, Jermyn-st. 

Meldrum, Jas, Kendal, Westmorland, Narseryman, Feb 24. Allen & 
Co, Queen-st, Cheapside. 

Neale, Emma, Brighton, Widow. April 20. Rogers & Jull, Jermyn-st. 

Oliver, John, Gt Prescott-st, Whitechapel, Collector of Rates. March 
25. Mitchell, Gt Prescott-st. 

Sturrock, Chas Smith, Hastings, Dissenting Minister. 
Smith, Tokenhouse-yard. 

Tennant, Geo, Paragon-rd, Hackney, Gent. May 1, Abbott, King 
William-st. 

Tuson, Augustin, Limehouse, Gent. April 15. Taylor & Jaquet, 
South-st, Finsbury-sq. 

Westwood, Charlotte, South Norwood, Licensed Victualler. April 
19. Angell, Guildhall-yard. 

Wormald, Joseph, Leeds, York, Butcher. June 1. Snowdon & Son, 


Aug 24, Smith, 


April 10. 


8. 

Young, John Mates, Marsham-st, Westminster, April 1, Clark, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Young, Thos, Sackville-st, Piccadilly, Surgeon, June 8, Janson & 
Co, Basinghall-st. 


Assiguments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Turspay, March 7, 1865. 
Davies, Joseph, Newtown, Montgomery, Flannel Manufacturer. Feb 
10. Jones, Newtown. 
Moorhouse , Philip Hy, Penistone, York, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. 
Feb 9, Dransfield & Son, Penistone. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, March 3, 1865. 

Archer, Ambrose, Lpool, Baker. Feb 2!. Conv. Reg March 1. 

Aspinall, Jas, Huddersfield, York, Wholesale Bookseller. Feb 3. 
Conv. Reg March 2. 

Beall, Rich, Bishopsgate-st, Tailor. March 3, Comp. Reg March 3. 

Berridge, Chas Harris, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Manufacturer’s Clerk. 
Feb 22, Comp. Reg March 3. 

Bone, Wm, Ufford, Suffolk, Machinist, Feb 15. Asst. Reg March 1. 

Bowen, Benjamin, Salhouse, Norfolk, Grocer. Feb 4. Conv. Reg 
March 2, 

Briggs, Stephen Hy, Park-cottages, Brixton, Merchant’s Clerk. Feb 
24. Comp. Reg March 1. 

Bromley, Thos Marsden, Bridge-end, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. 
Feb 9. Comp. Reg Feb 28. 

Brooks, John Frdk, High-st, Shoreditch, Cheesemonger. Feb 28. 
Comp. Reg March 1. 

Brown, John, Westbourne-rd, Holloway, Grocer. Feb 9. 
Reg March 2. 

Brownhill, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Boot and Shoe Maker, Feb 
6. Comp. Reg March 1, 


Comp. 
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Bull, Edmund Thos, Cowes, Isle of Wight, Hotel Keeper. Feb 6. 
Cony. Reg March 3. 

Bullough, Eliz, Albert-chambers, St. Mary’s-gate, Manch, Widow, 
Merchant. Feb 28, Asst. Reg March 2. 

Canham, Hy, Aston, Birm,Grocer, Feb14. Cony. Reg March 3. 


eet Edward Jeffry, Sutton, Surrey, Builder. Feb 16. Comp, 

Reg Fe 

Chapman, Trak, Stamford, Lincoln, Ironmonger. Feb 9. Asst. 
Reg March 3, 

Crack, Wm, jun, Bury St. Edmunds, Suffolk, Shoemaker. Feb 17. 
Conv. Reg March 2. 

Crossley, Hy, & Jas Wm Crossley, Brighonse, York, Dyers. Feb 22. 
Comp. Reg March 1 

Elwin, Thos Bousfield, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Grocer. Feb 6. 


Conv. Reg March 2. 
Evans, Darin & Thos “Jones, Lpool, Builders. Feb 4. Conv. Reg 
Feb 2 
Evans, ae Shelsley, Worcester, Grocer. Feb 2. Asst. Reg Feb 27. 
Fellows, guages — Stafford, Grocer. Feb 10. Comp. Reg 
Mare 
Foster, a Darieston, Stafford, Grocer. 
Fe 


Feb 8. Cony. Reg 


28, 

Gibbs, Alf Ber Herne-hill-rd, Camberwell, Clerk. Feb 16. Arr, 
Reg Feb 2 

Harper, Geo, Stoke Newington, Accountant. Feb 18. Arr. Reg 
March 2. 

Henson, Wm, Nottingham, Grocer. Feb 17. Conv. Reg March 2. 

Holt, Geo, Knutsford, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 3. Cony. 
Reg Feb 28. 

Hope, John, Runcorn, Chester, Builder, Feb 22. Asst. Reg 
March 2, 

Juwood, Chas Jas, London-rd, Southwark, Cheesemonger. Feb 8. 
Comp. Reg March 2, 

Jackson, Edwd, Duckinfield, Chester, Builder. Feb 25. Comp. Reg 


March 3. 

Jones, John, Pembroke, Innkeeper. Feb 8. 

Kemp, Hubert Hy, St Osyth, Essex, Grocer. 
March 3. 

Kemshead, Wm, Bath Stouthsea, Hants, Schoolmaster. Feb 18. Asst. 
Reg March 2. 

Lawrence, Eliza, Luton, Bedford, Widow. Feb 20. 
March 2, 

Lewis, Richd Limbery, Portman-sq, and Hendon, Job Master, 
22. Comp. Reg March 2. 

Lightbound, Wim, Birkenhead, Chester, Flour Dealer. Jan 24. Comp. 
Reg March 1. 

Matthews, Wm Veale, London-house-yard, St Paul's, Italian Ware- 
houseman. Jan 23. Comp. Reg March }. 

MR, Sate Fottingham, Carver and Gilder, Feb 22. Comp. 
teg March 3. 


Conv. Reg March 1. 
Feb 4. Conv. Reg 


Comp. Reg 
Feb 


Mottram, Joseph, Sheffield, York, Stag-cutter. Feb1. Conv. Reg 
Feb 2 

Mullen ‘John, Bolton, Lancaster, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Feb 2. 
Conv. Reg March 2. 


Nattrays. Matthew Blades, Roerniite, Surrey, Master Mariner. 
March 2. Comp. Reg March 3 

Nicholson, Hy, Horbury, York, Tailor. Feb 22. 

Norman, Wm, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Draper. 
Reg March 1. 

Ody, Hy Morton, Southwark, Attorney. Feb 17. Arrt. ‘Reg March 3. 

Ow tr am, Rich, Hy W illiamson, & Jno Whitaker, Manch, Cloth Mer- 
chants, Feb 3. Conv. teg March 3, 

Seckel, Sigismund, Aldermanbury-postern, Merchant. 
Comp. Reg March 2, 

Shewell, Hy, & Frdk Shewell, Lpool, Provision Merchants. 
Comp. Reg March 2. 

Skeen, Alex, Gt St Helen’s, Printer. Feb 22. Comp. 

Slater, John Bailey Fletcher, Burslem, Stafford, Watch Maker. 
16. Comp. Reg March 2 

Smale, Thos, Plymouth, Devon, Draper. Feb 4, 

Smith, John, Manch, Warehouseman. Feb 11. 

fmith, John, Salford, Lancastev, Provision Dealer. 
Reg March 2. 

Sprules, Wm, Sutton, Surrey, Farmer, Jan 31. 

Stanley, Mary, Horsehay, Dawley, Salop, Widow. 
Reg March 1. 

Stecr, Jas, & Stephen Steer, Oxford-st, Bedstead and Bedding Manu- 
facturers. Jan 31. Comp. Reg Feb 28. 

Stocker, Geo Buckton, Chelmsford, Essex, Hosier. Feb 14. 

Reg March 2. 


Reg Feb 27. 
Stott, Thos, Manch, Warehouseman. Feb 6. Conv. 

Feb 28. Conv. Reg 
Feb 1. 


Comp. Reg March 2. 
Feb 8. Cony. 


March 2. 
Feb 17, 


Reg March 3. 
Feb 


Conv. Reg March 1. 
Comp. March 2. 
Feb 16. Conv. 


Comp Reg Feb 28. 
Feb 15. Asst. 


Comp. 


Sydenham, Chas Jos, Gosport, Shoemaker, 
March 2. 

Townshend, John, Ashborne, Derby, Licensed Victualler. 
Conv. Reg March 1. 

Turner, Alfred, Halifax, York, Leather Dealer. 
March 2. 

Walch, Thos, Edenfield, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. 
Comp. Reg March 2, 

White, John Geo, Lpool, Ship Broker. 

Winn, Jos, Coningsby, Lincoln, Shoemaker. 
March 2 


Feb 3. Comp. 
Feb 3. 


Reg 


Feb 10. Comp. Reg March 1. 
Reg Feb 9. Conv. Reg 


TuEspAy, March 7, 1865. 
Acocks, Arthur Timothy, Canterbury- -rd, Kilburn, Auctioneer. 
26. Comp. Reg March 7. 
-Addlesce, Jas, Nottingham, Shoe Manufacturer. 
March 6. 
Angus, Hy. jun, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cabinet Maker. Feb 7. Cony. 


Reg March 4. 
Barnes, Jas Hutchinson, Sheffield, Brush Dealer, Feb 17. Cony. 
Feb 16. Comp. 


Feb 
Feb 10. Cony. Reg 


Reg March 6, 
Barton, Vincent Jas, Gracechurch-st, Iron Merchant. 
Reg March 6. 
— Sa ORL CNRy CORNED, Dr&per. Feb4. Cony. Reg 
arch 
Bolton, Wm, & Geo Hasleham, jun, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Smallware 
Manufacturers. Feb 23, Comp. Reg March 4, 





Bowen, Jas, Birm, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27, Conv. Reg March 6. 

Bradley, Joseph, Huddersfield, Coach Builder. Feb 15. Conv. Reg 
March 7. 

Brett, Joseph, Beckford-row, Walworth-rd, Butcher. Feb 6. Comp. 
Reg March 6, 

Clark, Geo, Maryport, Cumberlrnd, Draper. 
Mare h 4 

Cox, Beni, High-st, St John’s-wood, Butcher. Feb 27. Comp. Reg 
Mare 

= Keg Braishfield, Southampton, Yeoman. Feb 15. Asst. Reg 

are 

> John, Tipton, Stafford, Chain Maker, Feb Il. Asst. Reg 

March 6 


Feb 4. Comp. Reg 


Davies, Daniel, Budge-row, Warehouseman. March!. Comp. Reg 
March 7. 
Davis, Wm, > eee Stoughton, Sussex, Brewer. Feb4. Cony. 


Reg March 4 
= Joseph, Waterloo, Lpool, Boot Maker, March 3. Comp. Reg 
arch 4. 
Drury, Wm, Lozells, Birm, Grocer. Feb 10. Conv. Reg March 6. 
Dunn, Joseph, Little Tower-st, Carver. Feb 13, Comp. Reg March 4. 
Eames, Richd, Lpool, Builder. Feb 16, Conv. Reg March 7. 
Farmer, Wm, Newington Causeway, House Decorator. March 1. 
Comp. Reg March 6. 
Firth, John, Holden Wood, Helmshore, Lancaster, Cotton Waste 
Dealer. Feb 16. Comp. Reg March 4. 
Fletcher, John, Exley, Halifax, Drysalter, Feb 15, 
March 7. 
Halliday, John, Edwin Fox, & Chas Reiner, Leadenhall-st, Merchants. 
Feb 15. Inspectorship. Reg March 6. 
Harding, Fredk, Bristol, Pork Butcher. Feb6. Comp. Reg March 6, 
Haworth, Jas, & Joseph’ Cldroyd, Tottington Lower End, Lancaster, 
Cotton Manufacturers. Feb7. Conv. Reg March 4. 
Hazelby, Meg , Abergavenny, Monmouth, Shoemaker. Jan 19. Comp. 
Reg Fe 


Cony. Reg 


Holm, Wm, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Shipbroker. Feb 8. Asst. Reg 
March 7. 
Holroyd, Hannah, & Edwd Holroyd, — Carr, nr Dewsbury, York, 


Grocers. Feb3. Cony. Reg March 3 

Hope, Benj, Ely-pl, Holborn, Solicitor. Feb 20. Comp. Reg March6. 

Hane 3 Wm, Marston Bigott, Somerset, Miller. Feb 7, Cony. Reg 
March 3 

Hopkinson, Wm, Armley, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Feb 10. Comp. 
Reg March 6. 

Houghton, Chas Jonathan, Foster-lane, Cheapside, Merchant. 
Comp. Keg March 7. 

Jolly, Thos, Thos Jolly, jun, Manch, Comm Agents, Thos Whitaker, 
& Wm W _ Accrington, Cotton Manufacturers, Feb 9. Comp. 
Reg March 4. 


Feb 7. 


Jones, Hugh, Huyton, Lpool, Merchant. March 4. Conv. Reg 
March 6. 
Joshua, Joe Beeston, Usk, Monmouth, Licensed Victualler. Feb 8. 


Conv. Reg March 6. : 

Kenyon, Thos, sen, & Batcliffe Kenyon, Miles Platting, Lancaster, 
Chemists. Feb4. Cony. Reg March 4. 

Lean, Mary, Calstock, Cornwall, Shopkeeper. Feb 10. Comp. Reg 
March 7. 

Leighton, Andrew, & John Major, Lpool, Merchants, 


Reg March 4 
Letch, Thos, Titchmarsh, Northampton, Grocer. Feb6. Asst. Reg 
Feb 17. Comp. 


Feb 25, Comp. 


March 6, 

Livesey, Squire, Heywood, Lancaster, Beerseller. 
Reg March 3. 

Mandelick, Jas, Lpool, Merchant’s Clerk. Feb 7. Asst. Reg March 7. 


Maurice, Moritz, & Hermann Muller, Manch, Wine Merchants, Feb 
10. Comp. Reg March 6. 

Miles, Robt, Birm, Grocer. Feb 11. Conv. Reg March 4. 

Nutt, Chas, & Robt Nutt, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Tailors. Feb 6, 
Conv. Reg March 6. 

Orsich, Chas, Se Fl Portman-sq, Photographer. March 1, 
Comp. Reg March 6. 

Orton, Peter, & Wm North, Huddersfield, York, Carpenters. Feb 6. 


Cony. Reg March 6 
Par tington, Arthur Jas, Paddington-st, Marylebone, General Dealer. 
March2. Comp. Reg March 6. 
Peacock, Thos Robinson, Kingston-upon-Hull, 
Feb 10. Asst. Reg March 6 


Timber Merchant. 


Penson, John, Lpool, Giocer. Feb 18, Arr. Reg March 7. 

Reading, John, St Michael Church, Somerset, Wheelwright. Feb 10, 
Conv. Reg March 6 

Robinson, Joseph, Tunstall, Stafford, Upholsterer. Feb 4. Conv. 


Reg March 4, 

Satterthwaite, Saml, Manch, Tanner. 

Shaw, Gideon, Castleford, York, Leather Dealer. 
March 6. 

Shelley, R wy one Somerset, Eating-house Keeper. 
Reg March 6 

Shimell, John, "Gloucester- pl, Bermondsey, Joiner. 
Reg March 6 

Shorrock, Jas ‘Ashworth, Higham, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. 
Feb 10. Conv. Reg March 3. 

Skafte, Rasmus Christian Hansen, Lpool, Ship Store Dealer. Feb 10. 


March 3. Conv. 
Feb 27. 


Reg March 4. 
Conv. Reg 


Feb 18. Cony. 


March 3. Comp. 


Comp. Reg March 7. 

Skinner, Jas, Ashford, Kent, Publican. Feb16. Conv. Reg March 7. 

Smith, Wm Penn, Lpool, Metal Merchant. March2. Comp. Reg 
March 6. 

Solomon, Soloman, Duke-st, Aldgate, Tailor. Feb 20. Comp. Reg 
Feb 25. 

Stafford, Chas, jun, Bristol, Journeyman Painter. Feb6. Comp. Reg 
March 6. 

Stone, Jas Benj, Newbury, Berks, Brush Maker. Feb 10, Conv. Reg 
March 7. 

Feb 


Taylor, Wm Ford, Napton-on-the-Hill, Ragby, Warwick, Clerk. 


7. Comp. Reg March 4. 
Thomas, Joseph Anthony Fellows Ebenezar, Boston, Lincoln, Grocer. 
Feb 14. Asst. Reg March 6 


Thomas, Thos Christopher, Aberaman, ae Glamorgan, Boot 
and Shoe Maker, Feb 8. Comp. Reg March 4. 
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Turner, Cornelius, Hunslet, Leeds, Felt Manufacturer. 
spectorship. Reg March 6. 


Bankrupts 
Fripay, March 3, 1865. 

To Surrender in London. 

Baker, Matthias, Northampton, Farmer. Pet March 1, 
ll, Austen & Co, Gray’s-inn. 

Barnett, Bennett, Bond st, Picture Dealer. 
2. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Barrows, Wm, North Camden-town, Greengrocer. Pet March |. March 
22 ati. Webb, Austin-friars. 

Brewster, Jas, Woolwich, Kent, Baker. 
Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Brittain, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, 
March 20 at il. Hill, Basinghall-st, 

Burroughs, Joseph, Kennington-rd, Tailor. 
20 at 2. 

Childs, Wm, Peckham, Surrey, Mason. Pet Feb 27. March 16 at 2. 
Chipperfield & Co, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Clare, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Oxford. Adj Feb 22. 

Colleau, Joseph Alfred, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
pau). March 20. Dobie, Basinghall-st, 

Collins, Robt, Sutton-at-Hone. Kent, Grocer, Pet March 1. 
20at 11. Russell & Son, Cheapside. 

Dyer, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 27. 
2. Murray, Gt St Helen’s, 

Foy, The Rev Wm Hy, Belsize-park, Hampstead, Clerk and ‘Tutor. 
Pet Feb 25. March 20 at 11. Stinton, Cavendish-sq,. 

Ginner, John, Chapter-st, Pimlico, Confectioner, Pet Feb 27, March 
16at 2. George, Jermyn-st. 

Gunthorpe, Thos, Oxford-ter, Surrey, Commercial Traveller, Pet Feb 
24, March 16 at ll. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry. 

Hayward, Jas, Whitmore-rd, Hoxton, Cocoa Nut Fibre Matting Manu- 
facturer, &c. Pet Feb27. March atl. Hill, Basiughall-st. 

Highland, Frdk, Upper Thames-st, Manufacturer of Fancy Leather 
Goods. Pet March 2. March 15 at 2. Drew, Basinghall-st. 

Hoare, Chas, Bevois-tovn, Southampton, Comm Agent. Pet Feb 28. 
March lib at 2, Mackey, Southampton. 

Howe, Wm Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
1. Morris, Southampton-bldngs. 

Lawson, John, Prisoner for Debt, Kent. March 20 at 2. 
Morgan, Maidstone. 

Leather, Alex Wm Dow, Lincolu’s-inn-fields, Attorney. Pet Feb 27, 
March 15 atl. Moon, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Mullis, Thos, Russell-pl, Old Kent-rd, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Feb 21. March 20 at 2. . 

Oakley, Benj, Ramsey, Hants, Surveyor. Pet Feb 28, March {6 at 11, 
Mackay, Southampton. 

Palmer, Thos Hatchard, Gracechureh-st, Bookseller. Pet Feb 27. 
March I6at 2. May & Norton, Adclaide-pl, London Bridge. 

Patmore, Catherine Ann, Newington Butts, Widow. Pet March 2. 
March 21 at 12. Gibbs & Tucker, Lothbury. 

R>gan, Jas, Spitalfields, Musical String Maker. March 
15 at 12. Turner, Whitechapel. 

Sherwin, Francis, Union-st, Borough, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
Pet Feb 27. March I4at2. Pope, Old Broad-st. 

Smelt, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj Feb 22. 


March 20 at 


Pet Feb 28, March 15 at 


Pet Feb 27. Mareh atl. 


Jet March ! (for pau), 


Adj Feb 21. March 


March 14 at 1. 
Pet Feb 24 (for 


March 


March 22 at 


Pet Feb 25. March 15 at 


Pet Feb 25, 


Pot Feb 27. 


March 22 


at 12. 

Smith, Joseph, Forest Hill, Kent, Merchant’s Clerk. Pet Feb 27. 
March 20at 2. Fenton, Mansion House. 

Skects, John, Waterloo-rd, Brickmaker. Vet Feb 28. 
Wells, Aldermanbury. 

Thompson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, london, 
March 20 at 11. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Walker, Robt, Lec, Kent, Plasterer, 
Reid, Bow-lane. 

Watford, Geo Alex, Kempston, 
22 atl2. Herbert, Staple-inn. 

Willard, Geo, Triangle. Hackney, Cheesemonger. 
March 20 at ll. Wood & Ring, Basinghall-st. 

Willmott, Thos, Eastbourne, Sussex, Builder. Pet Feb 28. March 16 
at2. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Wren, Freak, Croydon, Tailor. Pet March 1, March 21 at ll. Parry, 
Birm. 

Wyman, Edmund, Bishop’s Stortford, Prisoner for Debt, Hertford 
Yet Feb 27, March 22 at 1, Loy, Bishop’s Stortford. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Adamson, Robt Hy Jefferson, Milburngate, Durham, Publican. Pet 
Feb 27. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, March 16 at 12. Harle & Co, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Akrill, Jonathan Geo, Llanfyllin, Montcomery, Jeweller, Pet Feb 24. 
Lianfyllin, March 21 at 12. Pughe, Llanfyllin. 

Anderson, Scott, & Saml Collier, Lpool, Printers. Pet March 1. 
Lpool, March 16 at 3, Henry, Liverpool. 

Armstrong, Chris Eskuche, & Geo Jackson, South Stockton, York, 
Coal Exporters. Pet Feb 27. Leeds, March 13 at 11. Cariss & Co, 
Leeds. 

Ash, Win, & Edwd Ash Hooper, Totnes, Devon, Masons. Pet Feb 23, 
Totnes, March 20 at 12. Carter, Torquay. 

saker, John Geo, Kirkdale, Lpool, Shoemaker. Pet Feb 27. Lpool, 
March 15 at 3. Gray, Liverpool. 

Blackburn, Wm, Everton, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 1. 
Lpool, March 15 at 11. Best, Liverpool. 

Brookes, Robt, Sparkbrook, Worcester, Builder. Pet Feb 27. 
March 20 at 10. Sargent, Birmingham. 

Butler, Joriah, Darlaston, Stafford, Bolt end Nut Manufacturer. Fet 
Feb 27. Birm, March 15 at 12. Smith, Birmingham. 

Crowther, Saml, Gildersome, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Pct Feb 25, 
Leeds, March 13 at 11 North & Sons, Leeds. 

Daniclls, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Feb 15. 
March 14 at 11. 

Diggle, Jas, jun, Loughborough, Leicester, Publican. Tet Feb 28, 
Loughborough, March 14 at 11. Goode, Loughborough. 
Ducker, Geo, Swinefleet, York, Blacksmith, Tet Feb 25, 
March 17 at 1. Harle, Leeds, 


March 14 at 2, 
Pet Feb 28 (for pan). 
Pet Feb 27. March 15 at 1. 


Bedford, Tailor. Pet Fel 28, March 


ret March 1, 


pirm, 


Lancaster, 


Goole, 





Feb7. In- ! 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Mar. 11,1865. 


Dunuing, Wm, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Cabinet Maker. Pet Feb 
27. Newcast'e-upon-T'yne, March 16 at 12.30. Harle & Co, New- 
eastle-npon-Tyne. 

Evans, Chas, Penyrheolir, Monmouth, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 27. Penty- 
pool, March 15 at 10. Greenway, Pontypool. 

Gittins, Thos, Oswestry, Salop, Ostler. Pet Feb 23, Oswestry, March 
16 at ll. Jones, Welchpool. 

Grey, Geo Thos. North Shields, Northumberland, Builder. Pet Feb 
28. Newcastic-upon-Tyno, March 16 at 12.30, Tinley & Co, North 
Shields. 

Haines, Wm Carter, Gt Yarmonth, Norfolk, Journeyman Basket 
Maket. Pet Feb 28. Gt Yarmouth, March 14 at 12, Cufaude, Gt 
Yarmouth. 

Ifooper, Edwd Ash, Totnes, Devon, Mason. 
March 20 at 12. Carter, Torquay. 

Hudson, Sam, Sheepridge, York, Labourer, Adj Jan 26. Huddersfield, 
March 20 at 10. 

Instone, Joseph, Farnborough, Southampton, Smith. 
Farnham, March i7 at 12. White, Guildford. 

Jackson, Wm, Burnley, Lancaster, Innkeeper, ¢Pet Feb 28. Manch, 
March I7at12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch, 

Jones, John, Dowlais, Glamorgan. Confectioner. Pet Feb 25. Merthyr 
Tydfil, March 14 atl. Pickering, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Jones, Wm, Aberystwith, Cardigan. Hat Manufacturer. Pot Feb 17. 
March 28 at 9. Rowe, Aberystwith. 

Keenan, Jobn, Manch, Clothes Dealer. 
at 12, Lamb, Manch, 

Lloyd, Hy. Maes Lewis, Flint, Farmer. Pet Feb 27. Lpool, March 14 
at ll. Nordon, Lpool 

Lyons, Emma Martha, Ripon, York, Watch Maker. 
Leeds, March 13 at 11. Emsley, Leeds. 

Loveluck, John, jun. Hafod, Glamorganshire, out of business, Pet 
Feb 5. Cardiff, March i3at ll. Davis. Cardiff, 

Melton, Chas Robt, Aldershot, Hants, Tobacconist, 
Farnham, March !7 at 12. 

Milns, Philip, Stamford, Lincoln, Cordwainer. Adj Feb 21. Stamford, 
March 13 at 12. Laxton, Stamford 

Moon, Thos, Bellman Houses, Bowness, Westmoreland, Husbandman, 
Pet Feb 27. Newcastle-upon-Tyue, March 16 at 12,30, Harle & Co, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Morris, Thos, Hy, Southampton, Ontfitter. Pet March 1, 
ampton, March 18 at 12. Mackey, Southampton, 

Newsome, Wm, Milverton, Warwick, out of business. 
3irm, March 17 at 12, James & Co, Birmingham. 

Owens, Owen, Amlwch, Angelsey, Draper. Vet Feb 20. Lpool, March 
l4jiatil. Evans & Son, Liverpool. 

Perry, Wm, jun, Tipton, Stafford, Journeyman Plumber. Pet Feb 
25, Dudley, March 16 at 11, Lowe, Dudley. 

Pilkington, Saml, Manch, Baker. Pet March 1, Manch, March 16 at 
11, Eltoft, Manchester. 

Richards, Edwd, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Cabinet Maker. Pet 
March 1. Manch, Mar¢h 16 at 12. Boote & Co, Manchester. 

Rowan, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Lpoo!. Vet March 1. Lpool, March 
15 at ll. Best, Lpool. 

Rowley, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, Worecster. Tet Feb 15 (for pau) 
March 20 at 10. 

Saxty, Hy, Timbrell-st, Wilts, out of business. Pet Feb 28. Bristol, 
March 15 at lt. Henderson, Bristol. 
Scholeficld, Hy, Bradley, York, Farmer. 

13at ll. Greene, Leeds. 

Skinner, Jas Searle, Netherton, Iron Master's Clerk. 
Dudley, March 16at11. Warmington, Dudley. 

Smith, David, Penarth, Glamorgan, Tailor. Pet Feb -8. Cardiff, March 
20atll. Griffith, Cardiff, 

Smith, Wm Milward, Derby, Rope Maker. Pet March 2. Nottingham, 
March 21 at ll. Reece & Harris, Birn 

Stansfield, Joseph, Sowerby Bridge, York, Shopkeeper. 
Halifax, March 17 at 10. Foster, HMatifax. 

Tall, Wm, Winchester, Lessee of Tolls. 
March t6at 11, Mackey, Southampton. 

Walker, Hy, Ogley Hay, Stafford, Baker. Pet Feb 27. Lichficid, March 
17 at 10. Wilson, Lichfield. 

Watkins, John, Trevethin, Monmouth, Collier, 
pool,March 5 ath. Brtheway, Pontypool. 

Walker, Jacob, Lechdale, Glamorgan. Pet Feb 28. 
at ll. Bevan, Bristol 

Wooldridge. Josiah, Stafford, Clerk to a Brassfounder, 
Stafford, March 20 at 10. Beaton, Birm. 

Wright, John, Lichfield, out of business. Tet 
March I7at ll, Wilson, Lichfield. 

Turspay, March 7, 18°5. 
To Surrender in London. 

Ayres, Alf Chas, Ramsgate, Kent, Surgeon. Pet March 2, 
atl. Towke, Gt Russell-st. Bloomsbury. 

Chandler, Wm, Auckland-st, Vauxhall, out of business, 
March 21 at 11. Wyatt, Gt Carter-lane. 

Croft, Abraham Jas, Crystal Palace, Oxford-st, Jeweller. 
4. March 20 atl. Dobie, Guildhail-chambers. 

Davis, Jas,Old Cavendish-st, Cavendish-sq, Surgeon. 
March 22 at 2. Halse & Co, Cheapside. 

Davison, Wm, Upper Berkeley-st West. 
12, Fallows & Son, Regent-st. 

Ellis, Geo Thos, John-st, Berkeley-sq, Builder. 
2tatl. Lawrance, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Frost, Wm, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Fish Merchant. Pet March 3. 

March 29 at 12. Eyre & Lawson, John-st, Bedford-row, 

Harris, Nathan, Well-st, Wellclose-sq, Merchant. Tet March!, March 
22at1. Abrahams, Sise-lane. 

Homes, Wm Paul, Leman-st, Whitechapel, Boot and Shoe Manufac- 
turer. Pet March!, March 23 at 11, Poole, Bartholomew-close. 
Hutchinson, Wotton, Canterbury, Kent, Herse Dealer. Pet March 2, 
March 22 at 2. Nichols & Clark, Cook’s-ct, and Minter, Folke- 

stone. 

Juby, Wm, Cretingham, Suffolk, Maltster. Pet March 2. March 21 at 
12, Moseley & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, for Moseley, Framling- 
ham, Suffolk, 





Pet Feb 28. Totnes, 


Pet Feb 25, 
Pet Feb 20. Mauch, March 32 
Pet Feb 28. 


Adj Feb 17. 


South. 
Yet Feb 28, 


Pet Veb 28. Leeds, March 


Pet Feb 25, 





Pet Feb 27. 
Pet Feb 20. Winchester, 
Yet Feb 27. Ponty- 
Bristol, March 15 
Pei Jan 18. 


Feb 28. Lichfield, 


March 20 
Pet Merch I. 

Pet March 
Pet March 3. 
Pet March!. March 22 at 


Pet March 4. March 














THE 


Mackenzie, Thos Hy, Rye-lane, Peckham, Comm pees 
March 22 at 2. Moss, Martin’s- lane, Cannon-st. 

Maidment, Wm, Westbourne-park-villas, Paddington, Carpenter. Pet 
Feb 27. March 20 at2. George, Jermyn-st. 

Mansell, Wm Washington, Walbrook, Manager and Seeretary of Com- 
panies. Vet March 3. March 20at 12. Terrell, Basinghall-st. 

Mason, John, Prisoner for Debt, I[ondon. Pet March 3 (for pau). 
March 29 at 11. Durant, Guildhali-chambers. 

Morrison, Wm, & Wm Bell Fleming, Gracechurch-st, Ship Brokers. 
Pet March 2. March 29 at ti. Stocken, Leadenhall-st. 

Moyce, Chas, Gospel Oak-grove, Kentish-town, Grocer. Pet Feb 28, 
March 22 at Il. King, Queen-st, Cheapside. 

Randall, Alfred Mayor, Finsbury-sq, Surgeon. Pet March 3, March 
20 at 12. Peek & Downing. Basinghall-st. 

Reeves, John, Walworth pl, Walworth-rd, out of business. 
3. March 21 atl. Howell, Cheapside. 

Shrimpton, John Chas, Cheshunt, Hertfordshire, Saddler. 
2. March 20 at 12. Marshall, Hatton- garden. 

Simpson, John, Agar-st, Str: and, no occupation. Pet Feb 27 
2 at dl. Crook, Moorgate-st. 

Tanner, Edwd, & Geo Fredk Tanner, Lower Thames-st, Custom 
House Agents. Tet March 3. March 20 at 1. Keene, Lower 
Thames-st. 

Wells, Thos, Abingdon-st, Westminster, Parliamentary Agent. Pet 
March 2. March 21 at12. Nichols & Clarke, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s- 
inn. 

Wilson, Thos, Sclater-st, Bethnal-green, Trimming Manufacturer. 
Pet Feb 28. March2lat il. Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


—_ Joseph, Llandaff, Glamorgan, Coal Shipper. 
Cardi, March 2t atl. Stephens, Cardiff 
Armston, Thes, Hy v-ereen, Nottingham, Painter, Pet March 3. 
Nottingham, March 22 at 11. Heathcote, Nottingham. 

Baird, Wm, Newtown, Montgomery, out of business. Pet, March 3, 
Lpool, March 17 at 11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
Boyce, Fredk, Garboldisham, Norfolk, Innkeeper. 

March 23 at}. Walpole, Northwold, 
Lracegirdle, Wm, Wem, Sal op, Farmer 


Mar. ti, Achaea 


Pet March 


Pot March 
Tet March 


March 





Yet March 2. 





Pet March 2. Diss, 


Pet March 2. Wem, March 





17 at 12. ig, Shrewsbury. 

Burnley, Saml, sen, Morley, York, Comm Agent. Pet March 1, Dews- 
bury, March 17 at I. Chadwick, Dewsbury. 

Burton, Joseph, Burton-upon-Treut, Plumber. Tet Feb 28. Burton- 


upon-Trent, March 13 atl. Prince, Burton, 

Cane, Jas Vredk, Brighton, Lodginghouse-keeper. 
svighton, March 21 at 11. Lamb, Brighton. 

Chew, Matthew Jus, New Sleaford, Plumber. 
March I6at 10. Snow, Sleaford. 

Dixon, Wm, Morley, York, Dyer. Pet March 2. Leeds. March 20 at 

Jackson & Co, Bristol, and Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 

Dobson, Benj, Lofthouse, nr Leeds, Rope Maker. Pet March 2. Leeds, 
March 29 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Drury, Thos Waterworth, Blackburn, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Tet 
Merch 4, Manch, March 17 at 12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 

Farmer, Moses, Overton, Southampton, Timber Dealer. Vet March 2. 
Basingstoke, March 2] at 12. Chandler, Basingstoke. 

Fuikner, Joseph, Coventry, Warwick,Grocer. Pet March 1. Coventry, 
March 18 at 3. Smallbone, Coventry. 

Frampton, Hy, Worcester, Tailor. Pet March 1. 


Pet March 2. 


Pet Fel) 27. Sleaford, 





Worcester, March 


2lat il, Wilson, Worcester. 

Vranks, Jas, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Tailor. Pet March 2. Stock- 
ton-on-Tees, March 17 at 3. Dobson, Middlesborough. 

Gent, Thos, Thursford, Norfolk, Wheelwright. Pet March |. Little 


Ww alsin¢ham, March 20 at 3. Garwood, W ells-next- the-Sea. 
Glasgow, Wm Robt, Stretford, Lancaster, Salesman. Pet March 4. 
Salford, March 18 at 9.30. Heywood, Manch. 
Hammord, Alf, Worcester, Glove Manufacturer. 

March 22 at 12. Reeee, Ledbury. 
Mardy, W m2), Prisoner tor Debt, Nottingham. 
at 12. 


Pet March3. Birm, 


Adj Jan 17. Leeds, 















March 17 ? 

lligzitt, \ , Cove ntry, Wholesale Confectioner. Pet Feb 29. Birm, 
March at 1, », Browett, Coventry. and James & Griflin, Birm. 

Holmes, Jolin, Leed Yor ky Journeyman Plumber. Vet March 2. 
Leeds, March 2 2. Harle, Leeds, 

Huckell, Geo, Camb . Grocer. Pet March 3. Cambridge, March 
17 atl. f 


Illston, John, Si Pet March 2. Sheffield, March 23 at 
1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Jackson, John, Sheffield, Buteber. 
att. Micklothwaite, Sheftic 

Jameson, Daniel, Goole, York, Cabinet Maker. 
March 20 at 1). sond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Javons, Sani, Nawtown: Montgomery, Dealer in Fish. 
Newtown, March 21 at ll. Jones. Newtown. 

Johns, Geo, Devonport, Grocer. Vet March 1. 
March 18 at 11. Edmonds & Sons, Plymouth. 

Law, Saml, Hulme, Manch, Cotton and Waste Dealer. 
Manch, March 20 at 11, Gardner, Manch. 
Leeson, Geo, Sutton. in-Ashfield, Nottingham, Plumber. Pet March 
3. Mansfield, April 24 at 11. Cursham, Mansfield. 
Lemon, Richid Clark, Torquay, Devon, Cabinet Maker. Pet March 6. 
Exeter, March l7at 12. Carter, Torquay, and Fryer, Exeter. 
MecKinnell, John Dixon, Lpool, Grocer. Pet March 2. Lpool, March 
20 at 3. Thornley, Lpool. 
March, Phabe, Lpool, Milliner. 
Goldrick, Lpool. 

Marsh, Mary, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Provision Dealer. Pet 
March 2. Manch, March 17 at 9.30. Eltoft, Manch. 

Neal. John, Ashton-under-Lyne, Cotton Dealer. Pet March 4. Manch, 
March 22 at 11. Toy, Ashton-under-Lyne. 

Newbold, Hy, Foleshiil, Warwick, Barm Dealer. 
Coventry, March 18 at 8. Smallbone, Coventry. 

Orwin, Sidney Ash, Chesterfield, Derby, Miner, Vet March 4. Ches- 
terfield, March 27 at 11. Binney & Son. 

Petry, John, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Nov 14, 
March 21 at ll. 

Reynolds, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol. Adj Feb 28 (for pau). 
Bristol, March 17 at 12, 


arch 23 
Leeds, 


Tet March 2. Sheffield, M 
Pet Feb 23. 

Pet March 3. 
East Stonehouse, 


Pet March 4 





Pet March 2. Lpool, March 20 at 3. 


Pet March 3. 


Bristol, 
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Pet March 6. Birm, 


Silk, Thos, Nether Whitacre, Warwick, Farmer. 
March 24 at 12. Edwards-Wood, Birm. 


Small, Robt, Retford, Nottingham, Butcher, Pet March 3. Leeds, 
March 17 at 12. Mason, York. 
Stephens, Wm, Hulme, Lancaster, Joiner. Pet March 2. Manch, 


March 17 at 11. Grundy & Davies, Manch. 
Stephenson, Geo, Manch, Merchant. Pet March 3. 
at 12. Hampson, Manch. 
Stevenson, Chas John, Woore, Mucclestone, Salop, Saddler. 
27. Market Drayton, March 20 at 11. 
Swales, Joseph, Helmsley, York, out of business. 
Leeds, March 20 at lt. Harle, Leeds. 
Travis, John Hy, Lugley Brook, Royton, Oldham, Lancaster, Patent 
Agent. let March 2. Oldham, March 23 atl2. Mellor, Oldham. 
Tucker, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Bristol, Adj March 2. Bristol, March 
17 at 12. Brittan. 

Walker, Edwd, Newarkeupon-Trent, Beerseller. Pet March 2. 
wark, March llat 10. Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Warren, Longton, Stoke-upon-Trent, Crate Maker. 
Stoke-upon-Trent, March 18 at 11, Young, Longton. 

Watt, Wm, Baneswell, Newport, Monmouth, Haulier. 
Newport, March 21 at 11. Graham, Newport. 

Webster, Robt, Tranmere, Chester, Insurance Agent. 
Lpool, March 20 at 11. Browne, Lpool. 

Wilkinson, John Joseph, Everton, nr Lpool, Working Engineer. 
March 3. Lpool, March 21 at 3. Bremner, Lpool. 

Williams, Rees, Duke’s Town, Monmouth, Miner. Pet March 2, 
Tredegar, Mareh 24at2. Simons & P lews, Merthyr Tidfil. 
Wood, Philip, Walsall, Stafford, Bricklayer, Pet March 4. 

March 20 at 12. Beaton, Birm. 
Yorke, Thos Dainty, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Yet March 4. 
Northampton, March 25 at 10, Sheild & White, Northampton. 


ANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, March 3, 1865, 


Manch, March 22 
Pet Feb 


Pearson, Marker Drayton. 
Pet March 3. 


Ne- 
Pet March 1. 
Pet March 2, 
Pet March 4. 
Pet 


Birm, 


Burrowes, Thos, Angel-ct, Throgmorton-st, Stock Jobber. Feb 27, 
todger, Joseph Horatio, Leadenhall-st, Ship Broker. Feb 28. 


Stringer, Richd Durant, Staines, Middx, Grocer. Feb 28. 


Tvespay, March 7, 1865. 


Greenwood, Wm, Blackburn, Lancaster, Manufacturer. March 2, 





> ROOKS & SCHALLER (removed from Piccadilly). 

—The INDEX, printed MONTHLY (first published in 1820), of 

EST ATES, Country and Town Houses, Manors, Hanting Quarters, Shoot- 

ings and F hings, Farms, &c., to be LET or SOLD, can be had (free) at 

their Offices, 25, Charles-street, St. James's, S.W., opposite the Junior 

United Service Club, Particulars inserted without charge, but for next 
publication must be forwarded before the 28th of each month. 











NHAMBERS TO BE LET, at the head of Chan- 
eery-lane, in Holborn, comprising four elegant and commodious 





apartments, with W.C., &e.— Apply to ALEX. KIRKLAND, Estate Agent, 3, 
Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn. 


CCIDENTS to Life or Limb, in the Field, the 
Streets, or at Home, provided for by a Policy of the R AILWAY 
iERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY, 64, Cornhill, London, E.C. 
ensation has been paid for 10,000 Claims. £1,000 in case of Death. 
£6 per week while laid up by Injury, secured by an Annual Payment of 
from £3 to £5 5s. For particulars apply to the Clerks at the Railway 
Statiens, to the Local Agents, or at the —, - CORNHILL, and 10, 
REGENT-STREET, Vv - VIAN, Searing. 


QLACK K’S 5 SILVE R E LE CT RO PL ATE is a coat- 
kK ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
sessing x suieh valuable properties renders it in aqpeeense and wear equal 
















to Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King’s. 

£a 4 £a. 4. £on @ 44.4 
Tabie Forks, per doz...e.. 110 Oandl 18 0 28 0 30 0 
Dessert ditto .. 1 0 Oand1 10 0 115 @ 220 
Table Spoons .. 110 Oandl 18 0 2383 0 300 
Dessert ¢ 1 0 Oand110 0 115 0 220 
Tea Spoons . 0 12 Oand 0 18 110 6 





. 3 
Every Article able asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon for- 


warded on reccirt of 20 stamps. 

tiny SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 

of Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post free. 


RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Som erset House 
Established nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 sent carriag 


Ql. ACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 

HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 29s. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 183. setof six. Table Knives and 
Forks, &s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
6s, 6d. set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
with plated knob, 5s, 6d. ; Coal Sceuttles, 2s.6d, <A set of Kitchen Uten- 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celebrated for 50 years. 
Ivory Table Knives, I4s., 16s., and 18s. per dozen. White Bone Knives 
and Forks, 8s. 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 
ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has been 
celebrated for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage freg 
per rail. 

. RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House, 
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ISSUE OF 4,000 SEVEN AND A-HALF PER CENT. MINIMUM 
GUARANTEED PREFERENCE SHARES OF £10 EACH. 


WALLACHIAN PETROLEUM COMPANY 
(LIMITED). 
Capital, £200,000, 


In 4,000 A Shares of £10, now offered, entitled to a Preferential Dividend of £74 per Cent. guaranteed out of first 
Profits, with rateable participation in further Profits. 


£1 PER SHARE PAYABLE ON APPLICATION, 











£2 ay ‘ ALLOTMENT, 
£2 5 ss Ist JUNE, 


Or the entire £5 per Share may be paid up at once, and receive the guaranteed £73 per cent. Preference Dividend thereon. 
Future Calls, if required, not to exceed £2 per Share, and at intervals of not less than three months, 


Directors. 
ROBERT PULLING, Esq. (Messrs, R. & W. Pulling), 18, Philpot-lanc, Cuatnman, 
ALFRED BRYANT, Esq., 3, Catherine-court, Tower-hill. 
JOSEPH FRY, Esq. (Messrs. Trueman & Fry), Gresham House, 
AUGUSTO SOARES, Esq. (Messrs. M. & A. Soares), 40, Seething-lane. 
EDWARD TEWART, Esq., 16, York-piace, Portman-square, 
G. S. TROWER, Esq. (Messrs. Trowers & Lawson), St. Mary-at-Hill, 
J. E, VANCE, Esq., 37, Westbourne-terrace, Hyde-park. 


Bankers. 
THE AGRA AND MASTERMAN’S BANK (Limited), 


Solicitors. 
Messrs. COURTENAY & CROOME, 9, Gracechurch-strect. 
Broker. 
JOHN INCHBALD, Esq., 2, Copthall-court, and Stock Exchange. 
Auditors. 
ALEXANDER BEATTIE, Esq. GEORGE HALL, Esq. 


Orrices—66, BISHOPSGATE STREET WITHIN, 





This Company was formed in February, 1864, and during the last twelve months has succeeded in providing the necessary plant, and getting into 
€fficient working order, many of its valuable oil springs situated in the important concessions it has obtained in Wallachia, 

Professor Capellini, the eminent Italian geologist, who has made a special study of the petroleum districts of America and elsewhere, has 
recently visited and surveyed those of Wallachia, states that the Principalities furnish a vast field for petroleum enterprise, and adds:—‘‘ fam 
of opinion, however, that no other Company can compete with the Wallachian Petroleum Company, as they decidedly possess the richest and most 
accessible localities.” 

Upwards of 3,000 tons of oil have already been obtained from the Company’s wells and from contractors ; the yield at present from the wells of 
the Company is about 30 tons weekly. 

The Directors propose to erect a refinery establishment at or near Ibraila ; they estimate that, when it is completed, a weekly net profit of 
about £400 can be realised on the present limited rate of yieid from the Company’s wells, as these increase it is confidently expected that sixty 
tons or more of oil will be produced weekly, by which means it is fully anticipated that profits will be realised equal to similar enterprises in 
America, some of which are dividing from the profits of refined oil between 10 and 20 per cent, per month amongst their Shareholders. 

With the view of establishing such refinery, and to keep in reserve the uncalled ordinary capital of the Company, it has been decided to issue the 
above-mentioned preference shares. 

Prospectus and report above referred to of Professor Capellini, of Bologna, can be had at the Offices of the Company, or from the Company's 
Solicitors or Broker. 








l°HE LANDS IMPROVEMENT COMPANY | vq This day is published, 
ee —— hoe g good victegge ngs “ 2, nagar | DODD AND a S pgp tog | hd THE COUR ‘T OF PROBATE. 
yard, Westminster, S.W.—To Landowners, the Clergy, Estate ents, "4 a oe 
Surveyors, &c., in England and Wales, and in Scotland. The baneane MNHE LAW pe PRACTICE of the COURT of 
advances money, unlimited in amount, for the following works of agricul- PROBATE, Contentious and Common Form, With the Rales, 
tural improvement, the whole outlay and expense in all cases being liqui- | Statutes,and Forms. By PHILIP WM. DODD, Solicitor, and GEORGE 
dated by a rent-charge for 25 years :— HENRY RROOKE, Doctors’-commons. 
1. Drainage, irrigation and warping, embanking, enclosing, clearing, Stevens, Sons, & Haynes, 26, Bell- yard, Linc oln’s-inn. 
reclamation, planting for any beneficial purpose engines or machinery for 
drainage or irrigation. This day is published, in 8vo, price £1 Is., 
2. Farm roads, tramways, and railroads for agricultural or farming TREATISE ON COSTS IN CH NCERY. 
jirposes, 
. 3. Jetties or landing places on the sea coast, or on the banks of navi- By G. 0. MORGAN, M.A., and HORACE DAVEY, M.A., Esars., 


Barristers-at-Law. With an Appendix containing Forms and Precedents 
of Bills of Costs. 
London : STEVENS, Sons, & Harnes, 26, Bell- yard, Lincoin’s. 's-inn. 


gable rivers or lakes. 
4. The erection of farm houses, labourers’ cottages, and other buildings 
required for farm purposes, and the improvement of and additions to 


farm houses and other buildings for farm purposes, This day is published, 


Landowners assessed under the provisions of any Act of Parliament, agg S STAMP AC pr 
Royal Charter, or Commission, in respect of any public or general works 8vo., price 12s. 6d., 
of drainage or other improvements, may borrow their proportionate share DIGEST of the STAMP ACTS, ’and the JUDI- 


of the costs, and charge the same with the expenses of the lands improved. 

No investigation of title is required, and the Company, being of a strictly 
financial character, do not interfere with the plans and execution of the 
works, which are controlled only by the Government Enclosure Commis- 


CIAL DECISIONS on the STAMP LAWS, not contained in the 
Author's Treatise ; including the Probate, Legacy, and Succession Duties ; 
with Tables of all the Stamp Duties. By HUGH TILSLEY, Assistant 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue. Ninth Edition, revised by his son, EDWARD 








sioners. uM 
“ n . en HUGH TILSLEY, of the Inland Revenue Office. 
For further information and for forms of application, apply to the Hon, 8 
WILLIAM NAPIER, Managing Director, 2, Old Palace-yard, §.W. Srevens, Sons, & Harnes, 26, Bell yard, Lincoln’s-inn. 
Just published, crown 8vo, 6s., "PuE oo se ACT, 1862 —The | Books a and 
APITAL PUNISMENT. Based on Professor gg er ange yd tg Hedy 


e , Account Books, with every Stationery requisite for Public Companies, 

MITTERMAIER’S “ Todesstrafe.” Edited by JOHN MACRAE | the Counting-house, &c., supplied on the best terms. he. ol every 

MOIR, M,A., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. description, Share Certificates, Official Seals, &c., desi and 
Smits, Exper, & Co., 65, Cornhill. Asu & FLint, 49, Fleet-street, E.C., and London- bridge, S.E. 








